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MONDAY, MARCH 16, 1959 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:55 a.m., pursuant to call, in the commit- 
tee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chairman 
ofthesubcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order. 

The meeting this morning is for the purpose of considering five 
bills: H.R. 5681, by Mr. Hagen of California, H.R. 3682, by Mr. Hos- 
mer of California, $7 R. 5684, by Mr. Johnson of California, H.R. 
5687, by Mr. Sisk of California, and H.R. 302, by Mr. Gubser, to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit, 
of the Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement 
with the State of California with respect to the construction and 
operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

As the Chair understands, the first four bills named are identical, 
the language is identical. Is that right, Mr. McFarland? 

Mr.McFartanp. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Rocers. And all bills will be referred to in the record, but for 
the purposes of this hearing we will confine the consideration to the 
particular bill, H.R. 5687, by Mr. Sisk, a member of the committee, 
and we will also consider H:R. 302, by Mr. Gubser, which has some 
additional language in it. 

Isthere a departmental report on this available? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rogers. This report will be placed in the record immediately 
following the bills referred to. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


[H.R. 5687, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Reemerney of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Calli- 


fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, hereinafter referred to as 
the Federal San Luis unit service area, and as incidents thereto of furnishing 
water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and fish and 
wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the 
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Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit ag 
an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering feq. 
tures of said unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a 
forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and neges. 
sary pumping plants, distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood work 

and related facilities. The works (hereinafter referred to as joint-use facilities) 
for joint use with the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the State) 
shall be the dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, forebay and afterbay 
pumping plants, and the San Luis Canal. Those joint-use facilities shal be 
constructed so as to permit future expansion or shall be constructed initially 
to the capacities necessary to serve both the Federal San Luis unit service areg 
and the State’s service area, as hereinafter provided. In constructing, operating, 
and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the 
Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and Acts amenda. 
tory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof 
are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be 
commenced until the Secretary has (1) secured, or has satisfactory assurance of 
his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry 
out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act, and (2) 
received satisfactory assurance from the State of California that it will make 
provision for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San Joaquin 
Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, Bulletin Numbered 
3, of the California Department of Water Resources, which will adequately serve, 
by connection therewith, the drainage system for the San Luis unit or has made 
provision for constructing the San Luis interceptor drain to the delta designed 
to meet the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit as generally outlined 
in the report of the Bureau of Reclamation of May 1955, as transmitted to the 
Congress by the Secretary of the Interior, December 17, 1956. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negotiate 
and enter into an agreement with the State of California providing for coordi- 
nated operation of the San Luis unit, including the joint-use facilities, in order 
that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water in service 
areas outside the Federal San Luis unit service area as described in the report of 
the Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project”, 
dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence construction of the 
San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and specifications and other 
preliminary work, until the execution of such an agreement between the United 
States and the State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by January 
1, 1962, and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary 
determines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not 
reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in 
accordance with section 1 of this Act: Provided, That if the Secretary so de 
termines, he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence con- 
struction for ninety calendar days from the date of his report (which ninety days, 
however, shall not include days on which either the House of Representatives or 
the Senate is not in session because of an adjournment of more than three days). 
In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement 
the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action 
theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation 
authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands 
to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal 
design and construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary 
by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in 
this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the author- 
ity conferred in section 1 of this Act, but if the State shall make available to the 
Secretary sufficient funds to pay the additional cost of designing and construct- 
ing the joint-use facilities so as to permit enlargement, it shall have an irrevocable 
right to enlarge or modify such facilities at any time in the future, and a per- 
petual right to the use of such additional capacity: Provided, That the per 
formance of such work by the State, after approval of its plans by the Secretary, 
shall be so carried on as not to interfere unduly with the operation of the project 
for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act: And provided further, That 
this right may be relinquished by the State at any time at its option. 

Sec. 8. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the joint-use facilities to be constructed by the Secretary shall be 80 
designed and constructed to such capacities and in such manner as to permit 


Lit ag 
fea. 
ite, a 
leCes- 
orks, 
ties) 
tate) 
rbay, 
ll be 
tially 
area 
iting, 
7 the 
enda- 
ereof 
Ot be 
ice of 
carry 
1 (2) 
make 
aAquin 
bered 
serve, 
made 
igned 
lined 
0 the 


tlate 
ordi- 
order 
Tvice 
ort of 
ject”, 
f the 
other 
nited 
nuary 
etary 
€ not 
nit in 
0 de- 
> CO- 
days, 
res OF 
jays). 
ment 
ction 
lation 
lands 
eral 
etary 
led in 
ithor- 
to the 
truct- 
wable 
1 per- 
> per- 
etary, 
roject 
That 


to in 


be so 
ermit 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 3 


either (i) immediate integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
water projects by providing, among other things, a capacity in San Luis 
Reservoir of approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet and 
corresponding capacities in the other joint-use facilities or (ii) such subse- 
quent enlargement or other modification as may be required for integration 
and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph (a) 
above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, each 
of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures during 
that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of the 
facilities; the State may make advances to the United States in order to 
maintain a timely construction schedule of the joint-use facilities and the 
works of the San Luis unit to be used by the State and the United States; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere 
unduly with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth 
in section 1 of this act; 

(d) the United States and the State shall each pay annually an appro- 
priate share of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the 
joint-use facilities ; 

(e) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, and for the purpose of said agreement, the State shall convey 
to the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way which 
it then owns and which are required for the joint-use facilities. The State 
shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way toward its share of the construction cost of the joint-use facilities. 
The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds advanced by it to the 
Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications or for any other 
work in connection with the joint-use facilities ; 

(f) the rights to the use of capacities of the joint-use facilities of the San 
Luis unit shall be allocated to the United States and the State, respectively, 
in such Manner as may be mutually agreed upon. The United States shall 
not be restricted in the exercise of its right so allocated, which shall be 
sufficient to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this act and which shall 
extend throughout the repayment period and so long thereafter as title to 
the works remains in the United States. The State shall not be restricted 
in the exercise of its allocated right to the use of the capacities of the joint- 
use facilities for water service outside the Federal San Luis unit service 
area ; 

(g) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State ; 

(h) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and mainte 
nance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organization 
which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States under 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the works 
of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, shall continue to have and 
to enjoy the same rights which it would have had under its contract with 
the United States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the 
act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 43 U.S.C. 485h-1), in the absence of such 
transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or 
other detriment arising from such transfer ; 

(i) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.C. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocations is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of title 
or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated and main- 
tained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allocation is pre- 
mised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, the 


ent allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid by the 
tate. 
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Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federaj 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and js 
futher authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction ang 
operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which the 
lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of gaiq 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation 
facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping 
energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Aet of 
February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925; 48 U.S.C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, 
to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate loca] 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract 
with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the Federal San Luis unit 
service area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitleg 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project’, dated December 17, 1956. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, authorized by this Act, 
other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of $290,430,000, plus such 
additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of 
construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering 
indexes. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, 
such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems 
and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and 
maintenance of the unit. All moneys received by the Secretary from the State 
under this Act shall be covered into the same accounts as moneys appropriated 
hereunder and shall be available, without further appropriation, to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 


[H.R. 301, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, Cailfornia, to enter into an agreement with the State of Call- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of 
furnishing water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres 
of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents 
thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recrea- 
tion and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter 
referred to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain 
the San Luis unit as in integral part of the Central Valley project. The prin- 
cipal engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near 
the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant 
Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, 
channels, levees, floodworks, and related facilities. The works (hereinafter 
referred to as joint-use facilities) for joint use with the State of California 
(hereinafter referred to as the State) shall be the dam and reservoir at or 
near the San Luis site, forebay and afterbay, pumping plants, and the San Luis 
Canal. Those joint-use facilities may be constructed to permit future expansion 
and, upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 
the cost as later provided in this Act, shall either be so constructed or shall be 
constructed initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the San Luis unit 
service area and the State’s service area. In constructing, operating, and main- 
taining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal recla- 
mation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are incot- 
sistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced 
until the Secretary has (1) secured, or has satisfactory assurance of his ability 
to secure, all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the 
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purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act, and (2) received 
satisfactory assurance from the State of California that it will make provision 
for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San Joaquin Valley, 
as generally outlined in the California water plan, Bulletin Numbered 3, of the 
California Department of Water Resources, which will adequately serve, by con- 
nection therewith, the drainage system for the San Luis unit or has made pro- 
yision in accordance with section 4 of this Act for meeting the drainage require- 
ments of the San Luis unit. Lt 

Spc. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the 1 nited States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California providing for 
eordinated operation of the San Luis unit, including the joint use faciilties, in 
order that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water in 
service areas outside the San Luis service area as described in the report of the 
Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, 
dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence construction of 
the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and specifications and 
other preliminary work, until the execution of such an agreement between the 
United States and the State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by 
July 1, 1960, and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secre- 
tary determines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are 
pot reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis 
wit in accordance with section 1 of this Act: Provided, That if the Secretary 
so determines he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence 
construction for ninety calendar days from the date of his report (which ninety 
days, however, shall not include days on which either the House of Representa- 
tives or the Senate is not in session because of an adjournment of more than 
three days). In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of 
the agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirma- 
tive action theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legis- 
lation authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to 
lands to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing 
Federal design and construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the 
Secretary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise 
provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him 
of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act, but if the State shall make 
available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay the additional cost of designing 
and constructing the joint-use facilities so as to permit enlargement, it shall 
have an irrevocable right to enlarge or modify such facilities at any time in the 
future, and a perpetual right to the use of such additional capacity: Provided, 
That the performance of such work by the State, after approval of its plans by 
the Secretary, shall be so carried on as not to interfere with the operation of the 
project for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act: And provided further, 
That this right may be relinquished by the State at any time at its option. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the joint-use facilities to be constructed by the Secretary shall be so 
designed and constructed to such capacities and in such manner as to permit 
either (i) immediate integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
water projects by providing, among other things, a capacity in San Luis 
Reservoir of approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet and 
corresponding capacities in other joint-use facilities or (ii) such subsequent 
enlargement or other modification as may be required for integration and 
coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures dur- 
ing that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of the 
facilities; the State may make advances to the United States in order to 
maintain a timely construction schedule of the joint-use facilities and the 
works of the San Luis unit to be used by the State and the United States; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere with 
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the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 1 of 
this Act; 

(d) the United States and the State shall each pay annually an appre 
priate share of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the 
joint-use facilities ; 

(e) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, and for the purpose of said agreement, the State shay 
convey to the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights.of. 
way which it then owns and which are required for the joint-use facilities 
The States shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the joint. 
use facilities. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds 
advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the joint-use facilities ; 

(f) the rights to the use of capacities of the joint-use facilities of the 
San Luis unit shall be allocated to the United States and the State, 
respectively, in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon. The United 
States shall not be restricted in the exercise of its right so allocated, which 
shall be sufficient to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act and 
which shall extend throughout the repayment period and so long there 
after as title to the works remains in the United States. The State shall 
not be restricted in the exercise of its allocated right to the use of the 
capacities of the joint-use facilities for water service outside the San Luis 
unit service area ; 

(g) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(h) not withstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any 
organization which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United 
States under the Reclamation Project Act ef 1939 for a water supply 
through the works of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, 
shall continue to have and to enjoy the same rights which it would have 
had under its contract with the United States and the provisions of 
paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 4 
U.S.C. 485h-1), in the absence of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such 
rights shall be without added cost or other detriment arising from such 
transfer ; 

(i) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.C. 662), the features of the unit 
to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer 
of title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such alloca- 
tion is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid by 
the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by 
other parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service con- 
tracts and is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in 
construction and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general 
area of which the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the 
extent the works authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage 
requirements of said area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use 
of the irrigation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for 
supplying pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 
of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 48 U.S.C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, 
to construct minimum basic publie recreational facilities and to arrange for 
the operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate 
local agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable 
and nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, authorized by this 
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Act, other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of $290,430,000, plus 
such additional amount, if any, aS may be required by reason of changes in 
costs of construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by 
engineering indexes. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition 
thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution 
systems and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for 
operation and maintenance of the unit. All moneys received by the Secretary 
from the State under this Act shall be covered into the same account as 
moneys appropriated hereunder and shall be available, without further appro- 
priation, to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


[H.R. 302, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Sentte and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 

water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto 
of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation 
and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San 

Lais unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal 

engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San 

luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley 

Canal, and necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, 

Jevees, flood works, and related facilities. The works (hereinafter referred 

to as joint-use facilities) for joint use with the State of California (herein- 

after referred to as the State) shall be the dam and reservoir at or near the 

San Luis site, forebay and afterbay, pumping plants, and the San Luis Canal. 

Those joint-use facilities may be constructed to permit future expansion and, 

upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 

the cost as later provided in this Act, shall either be so constructed or shall 
be constructed initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the San Luis 
unit service area and the State’s service area. In constructing, operating, and 
maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal 
reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are 
inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be 
commenced until the Secretary has (1) secured, or has satisfactory assurance 
of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act, 
and (2) received satisfactory assurance from the State of California that it will 
make provision for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San 

Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, Bulletin 

Numbered 8, of the California Department of Water Resources, which will 

adequately serve, by connection therewith, the drainage system for the San Luis 
wit or has made provision, in accordance with section 4 of this Act, for meet- 
ing the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California providing for 
coordinated operation of the San Luis Unit, including the joint use facilities, 
in order that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water in 
Service areas ouside the San Luis service area as described in the report of the 
Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project” 
dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence construction of 
the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and specifications and 
other preliminary work, until the execution of such an agreement between the 
United States and the State, but if such an agreement has not been executed 
by July 1, 1960, and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the 
Secretary determines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof 
are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis 
unit in accordance with section 1 of this Act: Provided, That if the Secretary 
80 determines he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence 
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construction for 90 calendar days from the date of his report (which 90 dag 
however, shall not include days on which either the House of Representatives op 
the Senate is not in session because of an adjournment of more than 3 days), 
In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement, 
the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative actiog 
theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation ay. 
thorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands to 
be used for he San Luis unit or assistance given it in financing Federal design 
and construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary py 
the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in this 
section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the authority 
conferred in section 1 of this Act, but if the State shall make available to the See. 
retary sufficient funds to pay the additional cost of designing and constructing 
the joint-use facilities so as to permit enlargement, it shall have an irrevocable 
right to enlarge or modify such facilities at any time in the future, and a per- 
petual right to the use of such additional capacity: Provided, That the perfor. 
mance of such work by the State, after approval of its plans by the Secretary, 
shall be so carried on as not to interfere with the operation of the project for the 
purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act: And provided further, That this right 
may be relinquished by the State at any time at its option. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the joint-use facilities to be constructed by the Secretary shall be so 
designed and constructed to such capacities and in such manner as to permit 
either (i) immediate integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
water projects by providing, among other things, a capacity in San Luis 
Reservoir of approximately 2,100,000 acre-feet and corresponding capacities 
in other joint-use facilities, or (ii) such subsequent enlargement or other 
modification as may be required for integration and coordinated operation 
therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construe. 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures 
during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of 
the facilities; the State may make advances to the United States in order to 
maintain a timely construction schedule of the joint-use facilities and the 
works of the San Luis unit to be used by the State and the United States; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere with 
the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 1 
of this act; 

(d) the United States and the State shall each pay annually an appro- 
priate share of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the 
joint-use facilities ; 

(e) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, and for the purpose of said agreement, the State shall con- 
vey to the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
which it then owns and which are required for the joint-use facilities. The 
States shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the joint-use fa- 
cilities. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds advanced 
by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications or for 
any other work in connection with the joint-use facilities ; 

(f) the rights to the use of capacities of the joint-use facilities of the San 
Luis unit shall be allocated to the United States and the State, respectively, 
in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon. The United States shall 
not be restricted in the exercise of its right so allocated, which Shall be 
sufficient to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act and which shall 
extend throughout the repayment period and so long thereafter as title to 
the works remains in the United States. The State shall not be restricted 
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in the exercise of its allocated right to the use of the capacities of the 
joint-use facilities for water service outside the San Luis unit service 
area ; 

(g) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(h) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organiza- 
tion which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, shall continue to 
have and to enjoy the same rights which it would have had under its con- 
tract with the United States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 
1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483; 43 U.S.C. 485h-1), in the absence 
of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added 
cost or other detriment arising from such transfer ; 

(i) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080; 16 U.S.C. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such alloca- 
tion is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those fea- 
tures, the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be 
paid by the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreement and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facili- 
ties of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, 
under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 
1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U.S.C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized to provide Central Valley project service, 
by way of the Pacheco Tunnel route, to lands and municipalities in Santa Clara, 
San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties: Provided, That construction 
of the works to provide such service shall not be undertaken until a report 
demonstrating their physical and economic feasibility has been completed, re- 
viewed by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and 
in no event prior to July 1, 1964, unless, in the meantime, the Governor of the 
State of California shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves the 
construction of such works by the United States. 

Src. 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit, including joint-use facilities, authorized by this 
Act, other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of $290,430,000, plus 
such additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs 
of construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engi- 
neering indexes. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition 
thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution 
systems and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for oper- 
ation and maintenance of the unit. All moneys received by the Secretary from 
the State under this Act shall be covered into the same account as moneys 
appropriated hereunder and shall be available, without further appropriation, 
to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
a OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
ashington, D.C., March 
Hon. Wayne N. ASPINALL, : » 16, 1959, 
Ohairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mk. ASPINALL: This responds to your requests for the views of this De 
partment on H.R. 301 and H.R. 302, both of which are bills to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valle 
project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California 
with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other pur- 
poses, and H.R. 812, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the State of 
California in the construction of the San Luis unit of the Feather River project, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to negotiate an agreement therefor 
and for other purposes. , 

We recommend that H.R. 301 be enacted. 

If it is enacted, H.R. 301 will permit the carrying out of the proposals made 
in this Department’s project planning report on the San Luis unit, Central Val- 
ley project, dated August 1, 1956. After clearance through the Bureau of the 
Budget, copies of this report were transmitted to the Congress on December 17 
1956. The general plan of Federal development of the unit was described in 
our report to your committee dated June 28, 1957, on H.R. 2452, H.R. 6035 
and H.R. 7295, 85th Congress, and need not be repeated in this report. We 
also submitted reports to your committee on May 28, 1958, with respect to H.R. 
9969, and on July 30, 1958, with respect to H.R. 12899, other proposals introduced 
in the 85th Congress relating to the authorization of the San Luis unit, Centra] 
Valley project. 

H.R. 301 would provide, also, that certain of the main supply works could 
be constructed in a manner and to capacities to permit their joint use by the 
United States and the State of California. It would authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into an agreement with respect to the construction, op 
eration, and financing of these joint-use facilities. Under the provisions of the 
bill, an equitable division of the costs of construction, operation and maintenance 
of such facilities would be arrived at by negotiation. While rights to the use 
of capacities in the joint-use features would be similarly the subject of nego- 
tiation and agreement, subsection (f) of section 3 of the bill would require that 
the United States be unrestricted in its right to the use of sufficient capacities 
to serve the Federal San Luis unit. 

In addition to favoring the enactment of legislation authorizing the con- 
struction by ‘the Federal Government of the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project, we support the concept embraced in H.R. 301 that the main 
supply features may be constructed, pursuant to suitable agreement, also to 
serve proposed water developments by the State of California. We are of the 
opinion that the bill would furnish adequate authority to accomplish both of 
these objectives. It would provide a legislative framework within which the 
United States and the State could work out appropriate, mutually acceptable 
arrangements for the operation of the joint-use works of the San Luis unit so 
that the State’s water development requirements could be served without 
adversely affecting the operation of the Federal project and without any im- 
pairment of the Federal investment. The provisions of the bill properly recog- 
nize, we believe, that such matters as the sharing of costs and of capacities of 
the joint-use works cannot be determined by any fixed statutory formulas but 
must be worked out by the contracting parties upon taking into account all 
relevant factors. The terms of H.R. 301 with respect to the contents of the 
agreement between the United States and the State of California are preferable 
to those of H.R. 812 which, in addition, has the disadvantage of providing no 
authority for construction of the Federal San Luis unit as such under any Set 
of circumstances. 

In order to clarify certain of the provisions of the bill dealing with the 
sharing of costs, we suggest the following amendments for the committee's con- 
sideration : 

1. In place of the sentence appearing in lines 12 through 18 on page 2, sub- 
stitute the following: 

“Upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 
the cost as later provided in this Act, those joint-use facilities may be con- 
structed initially either to permit future expansion or to capacities necessary to 
serve both the San Luis unit service area and the State’s service area.” 
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2. In line 24 on page 4, after the word “State” insert the words “shall agree 
to equitably share the total cost of constructing the joint-use facilities and as a 

its share.” 

Rm lines 3 and 23 on page 6 substitute the word “equitable” for the word 
“appropriate.” ’ ; { E 

The sentence beginning at line 12 on page 2 indicates that the costs of the 
joint-use facilities should be apportioned between the United States and the 
State on an equitable basis. The amendments suggested above are designed, 
first, to rephrase the language of that sentence to make it clearer without 
changing its meaning in this respect and, second, to make the other provisions 
consistent with that sentence. 

In addition, we suggest the following minor amendments : 

(1) On page 2, in line 6, after the words “pumping plants” delete the word 
“and” and insert a comma ; 

(2) On page 8, in line 22, after the comma insert the words “as amended,”. 

The above comments with respect to H.R. 301 are equally applicable to H.R. 
302. The latter bill is substantially identical to H.R. 301 but also includes a 
provision relating to the construction of works as a part of the Central Valley 
project, to serve lands and municipalities in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa 
Cruz, and Monterey Counties. In connection with this provision, we should like 
to note the recent action of the Congress in passing the act of August 27, 1958 
(72 Stat. 937) which authorized this Department to make an investigation of 
the feasibility of the proposed work and to report thereon to the Congress. 

The data called for by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, are attached for your 
information. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. However, that Bureau has requested 
that your committee be advised that it would recommend that the provisions of 
H.R. 301 and H.R. 302 be modified to provide for treating the cost of minimum 
basic recreational facilities as part of the overall Federal cost to be allocated 
to the major purposes of the project subject to the cost-sharing or reimburse- 
ment requirements applicable to such purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Subject matter: Bill to authorize construction of the San Luis Unit, Central 
Valley project—Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and 
expenditures for the first 5 years of proposed new or expanded programs 
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Mr. Roacers. It should be noted before the authors of the bills are 
recognized, that the San Luis project is not new. This legislation, 
as I recall, was before the 84th and 85th Congresses. In the 85th Con- 
gress legislation was reported favorably by the committee, but did 
not come up for House action because it was too late in the session, 

As I recall, similar legislation passed the other body, but was not 
acted upon by this committee, or the House. 

Mr. Stsx. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I want to clarify one point, if I might, in that the report, 
and I would imagine a number of the statements that will be made 
to the committee will generaly refer to H.R. 301, which was the 
original House bill introduced the first of January, at the opening of 
the session, and it was, of course, a bill upon which reports were called 
for and it will be the legislation to which most of the testimony will 
be directed. H.R. 5687, which I introduced last Friday, now consti- 
tutes some clarifying language which led to, I might say very happily, 
a general agreement within California. That is the reason why a 
new bill was introduced in order to have a clear bill before the com- 
mitte. The reports and statements, I am sure, of some of the wit- 
nesses will have H.R. 301 as their reference bill number. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you and we hope the witnesses testifying will 
direct their remarks to the particular legislation which they have in 
mind. 

The Chair has just noticed that the departmental report which has 
been filed, came in this morning and IT have not had a chance to read 
it. but it refers to H.R. 301 and 302. Both of these bills, H.R. 301 and 
302, will be printed in the record so that there will not be any conflict 
or misunderstanding. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Reserving the right to object, I do not intend to 
object, but it would be my hope that the chairman of the committee 
would request that before we finish these hearings that the Depatt- 
ment send up a supplemental report on the new bill, which apparently 
is the agreed upon bill, that is H.R. 5687. 

I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Rogers. It was the understanding of the Chair that the De- 
partment was going to give us the report on this new language in the 
new bills that were introduced and I should hope that. the staff will 
call for this report at the earhest possible, so there will be no delay in 
the hearings. 

In the interest of time, the Chair is going to first recognize the 
gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk, the author of H.R. 5687, for 
a statement in explanation of the bill. Mr. Sisk. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. First, I wish to thank my chairman and commend him 
upon the expeditious way in which this matter has been handled, par- 
ticularly for the fact that we have been able to have this hearing this 
early in the session. I am appreciative to him and to the committee 
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for this opportunity to appear here this morning and particularly to 
welcome a great many people from the State of California, represent- 
ing all areas of that State who are directly concerned and interested 
in the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, in the course of these hearings we are going to hear 
witnesses far better qualified than I to _ the engineering facts 
and the financial and economic values of the San Luis project. These 
are important and basic, but they are not the ultimate values with 
which the Nation is concerned in carrying forward the reclamation 
program. We are not merely trying to irrigate land or create crops 
or reclaim desert, except as these enterprises may be used as tools to 
promote the welfare of the people of the U nited States—to provide 
them with homes and businesses, to improve their opportunity to make 
a living and raise their families and enjoy the freedoms and opportun- 
ities of. America. 

It is with these human values of the San Luis project that I am 
primarily concerned. After having joined for the past 4 years with 
most of the members of this committee in considering all kinds and 
types of projects, I know all of you share that concern. We all want 
to know the answer to this question : What is it going to do for people 
and will the people of the United States benefit directly and indirectly 
if this project is built ? 

Iam going to direct your attention briefly to some of the human 
values involved in the San Luis legislation which is before you. 

As of 1950 — there has not been great change since then—the San 
Luis service area had about 22,500 residents in a strip 65 miles long 
and 13 miles ‘ide on the western side of the San Joaquin V alley. 
Some 10,500 people live in the rural areas and another 12,000 in three 
small cities in or adjacent to the service area. The people of these 
towns have struggled hard and effectively to improve their communi- 
ties, but even they admit there is much to be desired in the way of 
business and community facilities. 

What do they face in the future if this project is not provided? 
Most of the cultivated land which is the basis of their economy will 
revert to desert. They will have to leave and seek livings and homes 
elsewhere, for without water, they will have no jobs and no businesses. 
This will be a desert in the middle of the finest and most productive 
agricultural area on the face of the earth, starved out of existence by 
lack of water. 

But if San Luis is built, according to careful studies, the present 
opulation of the area will almost quadruple. There will be 27,000 
arm residents, 30,700 rural nonfarm residents and 29,800 city dwel- 

lers—in all 87,500 people sharing the productivity and the bounty of 
fertile lands blossoming with an ample supply of San Luis water. 

Why will this land support four times as many people if this project 
is built? Because it is inevitable and historic that under the impact 

of reclamation laws, as well as the economics of farm management and 
operation, these lands will break down into family-size units, each 
cultivated by individual owners and their families, a scale of farm 
operation which is largely impossible under present conditions of high 
costs and water uncertainty. Without an assured water supply, as 
you must realize, our lands cannot be operated in units which, with 
water, would provide a family living. 
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Recent surveys show that the land proposed to be irrigated is now 
1,050 ownerships. These studies show that with San Luis built, there 
will be 6,100 farms—nearly a six-fold increase. And in the breakin 
up of farms to family size units, antispeculation and other provisions 
of the reclamation laws will assure fair prices. 

Today the main crops are grain and cotton, which lend themselves 
to larger scale farming operations, with a minor acreage of irrigated 
field and truck crops. With San Luis built, studies show, the empha- 
sis will shift to truck crops, field crops, alfalfa, fruits and grapes, and 
irrigated pasture. I believe production of surplus crops will decrease, 
I need not remind you gentlemen who are concerned with surpluses in 
crops your areas raise, that such a shift would be helpful to your 
people and to the Nation. 

It takes money to support families. It takes farm income to pay 
the grocer and the hardware merchant and to clothe and feed and 
educate children. It takes money to provide the income taxes that 
keep our Government operating. How will San Luis affect the in- 
come of the area and the tax base of the Nation ¢ 

The productivity of this land is fantastic—with water. Even to- 
day, at great cost and with an uncertain water supply, the area is 
producing crops with a gross yearly value of about $50 million. The 
net value, of course, is much smaller. Falling water tables, increased 
expenses, and the eventual impossibility of farming large acreages, 
make it inevitable that, without San Luis, this production will be 
rapidly pinched off. Without San Luis, it is figured, long-term net 
farm income would be reduced to $8,173,000 a year. This amount 
simply could not support the economy of the area. It would wither. 
People would be forced to leave. Not more than 150,000 acres could 
be farmed out of over 400,000 potentially productive acres. I think 
you will join me in the feeling this would be a tragic and inexcusable 
waste of our resources. 

What can we expect with San Luis built? Instead of a net of 
$8,173,000 a year, without the project, we would have a net farm 
income of $35,216,000 a year with the project. As production and 
farm income and population grow beside San Luis canals, new serv- 
ices and businesses will spring up and nearby towns will prosper. 
Shipping will increase locally and in major centers of the State and 
Nation. In addition to the direct benefits, secondary benefits to the 
Nation are figured at $27,632,000 annually, and that will flow into 
every district and corner of the United States, and help people there, 
too. 

California’s people all over the State will receive additional bene- 
fits in lesser costs for the statewide water system, because this pro- 
posal offers true Federal-State cooperation in the maximum develop- 
ment of our water resources for the benefit of all the people. 

The people of the city of Coalinga will for the first time get a pota- 
ble domestic water supply. In the past, drinking water has cost these 
people the incredible price of $2,150 an acre-foot. There are some 
important incidental benefits, too. People in a dry land will have the 
opportunity for boating, fishing, water sports, and family recreation. 

As we sit in this committee considering these matters and trying to 
serve the people of our districts and the Nation, we are concerned 
with more homes, more farms, more businesses, and more opportunl- 
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ties for the people making up our rapidly expanding population. We 
are seeking to make our great land resources available to provide more 
and better living for more people. This, I believe, is the real and ulti- 
mate goal of the reclamation policy laid down by Congress more than 
a half century ago—not merely to irrigate land and produce crops. 

With all the sincerity and depth of conviction I possess, I say I 
know of no project which more admirably and directly fits the pur- 

and objectives of our national reclamation policy than does the 

an Luis unit of the Central Valley project. I ask your sympathetic 
consideration and agreement. ; 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of making this 
opening statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Sisk. 

The Chair will now recognize Mr. Hosmer for any statement he 
cares to make. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG HOSMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this has been somewhat 
of a litigious, long drawn out problem, the reason being that within 
the State of California there was considerable dissension as to what 
should be done in the San Luis area. 

Now, there are the problems so ably outlined by my colleague, Mr. 
Sisk, which pertain ee to this some 6,500 to 10,000 square mile 
area he represents where water has been short and is getting shorter. 
The difficulty has basis in this fact: In addition to the immediate 
San Luis service area and its difficulties, the entire State of Cali- 
fornia being part of the arid west also has its water difficulty and 
for a number of years there has been planned as a solution of those 
difficulties some arrangements by which excess water from the north 
could be brought down to the southern part of the State and, there- 
fore, the maximum use of this very vital resource made possible 
within California. 

California, as you know, is a long, narrow State and its geographi- 
cal features are such that by coincidence the necessary site for the 
dam to serve the San Luis area is also the necessary site for storage 
of water in the statewide water plan to exchange water between the 
north and the south. 

We ran up against this problem: If the Federal San Luis unit 
epee the site, it effectively blocked any future progress with the 

tate water plan. 

Of course, this bill upon which we have all agreed, and five of us 
from California have introduced, both from the north and the south, 
just did not happen to get agreed upon overnight. It has been due 
to the very excellent and diligent and understanding work of people 
of public interest in all sections of the State, and essentially what has 
been agreed upon is this: 

Recognizing the immediate needs of the San Luis area, the bill pro- 
vides for the Federal reclamation project to be commenced just about 
as soon as possible to serve that area and its needs. However, the con- 
struction of this Federal project will be such that the dam and the 
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reservoir can be enlarged so that later its capacity can be used by the 
State in its water project. In essence we have a joint-use project here, 

There are some additional costs. It is estimated about $10.8 million 
additional cost in order to initially construct the Federal project so 
that it can later be enlarged, or simultaneously enlarged to include the 
State project. 

However, the State of California is proceeding to acquire much 
of the land necessary for this project and will turn it over to the 
Government and that involves an expenditure of at least $10.3 mil- 
lion and possibly more as time goes on so that the additional cog 
will not be a saddle upon the Federal taxpayers. 

In other words, the bill before you today is a sample of what men 
of good will can do if they are determined to surmount their mutual 
and individual problems in an understanding way, and I join with 
Mr. Sisk in the hope that this committee will speedily and favorably 
take action upon H.R. 5687. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Mr. Chairman, may I ask our colleague one 
question ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. It is my understanding that as the agreement now 
stands, that is as the legislation in the new bill is written, that the 
State of California will pay dollar for dollar the increased costs that 
come about in the construction of this dam by reason of the fact it 
may be used for a duplicate purpose later on ? 

Mr. Hosmer. That is correct. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. May I get the record straight? That is they will 
make that payment either by the purchase of the lands that are neces- 
sary to the project, or by cash payment or by bonds, something like 
that before construction is started ¢ 

Mr. Hosmer. That is right. It may not be before construction is 
started, it may be during the process at some time. But it is inevit- 
able that the Federal Government taxpayers will not be asked to bear 
a cent of the additional cost of this type of construction. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Hosmer. 

Let the chair make this statement: At the present time we plan to 
carry along these hearings as speedily as possible and to recognize the 
other Members of Congress, the authors of bills first, and then such 
other Members of Congress as may be desired to be heard on it today, 
and then we will hear from Mr. Floyd Dominy, Associate Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation and such associates as he cares to bring with 
him. 

If we complete that and have some time left, we hope to hear such 
other witnesses as may desire to be heard today. 

Tomorrow we will hear Governor Brown of California and several 
other groups that are here. Governor Brown is scheduled to appear 
at 10 in the morning. 

In view of the fact that the language has been agreed upon, it is 
the hopes of the Chairman that these hearings can be concluded some 
time tomorrow or not later than Thursday, and the cooperation of all 
those interested will be deeply appreciated. 

The next witness and author of H.R. 5681 is Mr. Hagen. The 
committee will now hear you, Mr. Hagen. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I first 
want to express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing 
Me will be very brief and I would like the privilege of revising and 
extending and supplementing my remarks. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee is glad to have you here. 

Mr. Hacen. I might review briefly the history of this project. As 

ou have indicated, Mr. Chairman, last year the Senate passed S. 1887, 
and this committee approved H.R. 12899, which was an amended 
yersion of Mr. Sisk’s 6035. I introduced a bill last year, also, H.R. 
9969. This year, Mr. Sisk introduced H.R. 301, I introduced H.R. 
3501, and in the Senate, Senator Kuchel introduced S. 44. 

Pursuant to an agreement which was arrived at on March 13, which, 
in this instance, was not an unlucky day, you have at least four com- 
promise bills before you: H.R. 5687, by Mr. Sisk; H.R. 5682, by Mr. 
Hosmer; the one I have, H.R. 5681; and H.R. 5684, by Mr. Johnson. 

Present at the meeting which produced these identical compromise 
bills were a representative of the Governor’s office of California, a 
representative of the Bureau of Reclamation, a representative of each 
of the California Senators, Mr. Sisk and some of his people, myself 
and some of my people, and the people that Mr. Hosmer represents 
inthe metropolitan Los Angeles area. A complete discussion was had 
of the problem and a compromise arrived at. 

Mr. Hosmer has basically outlined the conflicts which had plagued 
this project and have heretofore prevented complete California agree- 
ment. 

Basically, unless it is extended and it is extendable, the San Luis 
project would serve two counties, Fresno and Merced Counties. Un- 
fortunately, this is not the only area of the State that has a water 
problem. Kern County in my district has a water problem and, in the 
future, the Metropolitan Los Angeles area and areas south of that 
will have a water problem. 

The problem which arose in connection with San Luis was that it 
would utilize a damsite on San Luis Creek which the water engineers 
of the State of California, in planning a project which has been author- 
ized by the Legislature of the State of California, the Feather River 
project, determined they also needed to store water for the State 
project. I refer to the damsite on San Luis Creek. It is very well 
illustrated on that chart. The cross-hatched land area in red there 
with the yellow around it is that damsite. 

So that the advocates of the State Feather River project—and let 
me remind you this project will be financed entirely by the taxpayers 
of the State of California—did not want to permit an authorization 
here which would enable the Federal Government to go ahead uni- 
laterally at any time and build a structure which was not expandable 
toserve the needs of the State project. 

When I say expandable, I mean a reservoir expandable in storage 
capacity by something over a million acre-feet additional storage 
served by a south egress canal capable of carrying both San Luis 
project water and Feather River project water without conflict. 
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This compromise, contained in H.R. 5687 and companion bills, the 
people I represent, and I think the people that Mr. Hosmer represents 
feel must be in this bill if it is not to be contested from within the State 
of California. The compromise is before you and I trust that this 
will be the form that the legislation follows. 

Through this compromise the people who advocate the Kern County 
concept, which includes my constituents and representatives from 
Los Angeles, have given up their opposition to a time when the Fed- 
eral Government could go ahead unilaterally and build a structure on 
this creek. In exchange for that the proponents of the project for 
the two counties, the San Luis project, agreed that in the event the 
Federal project advanced unilaterally there would be either such base 
capacity built into their dam and into their canals to contain this 
additional water if it was later expanded at the cost of the State, or 
the project would proceed initially with complete agreement with 
the State of California for complete construction for a unified project. 
That is the one compromise. 

The other was that the opponents, so-called—and they really never 
were San Luis project opponents, but rather Feather River project 
advocates—gave up the possibility of the State constructing this basic 
structure and canal at San Luis Creek, and they gave up their prior 
insistence that title to these works remain in the State of California. 
They have now conceded that title will transfer to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and that the Federal Government will be the constructing 
agency of joint-use facilities in the event the Congress appropriates 
money to build the San Luis project, assuming it 1s authorized. 

A concession they got was specific language in the bill spelling out 
that water deliveries to the State customers from the State investment 
would not be subject to the provision of the Federal reclamation law. 
That was implied in all the previous bills, but they wanted it specif- 
ically stated and it is so stated in these compromise bills. 

Those are the points I wanted to emphasize. We feel these are 
necessary and must be in the legislation if it is to be unanimously 
supported in the State of California. And with a project of this 
magnitude, I think unanimous support is an absolute necessity. 

I want to say this: I think the State is to be commended on its 
effort to solve a large portion of its own water problems. They have 
their reasons for doing that. They feel that they can move more 
expeditiously on this huge water problem we have in California, and 
they are willing to pay for this larger project out of their own pockets. 
And all they ask is an assurance that the Federal project dons not 
interfere with those efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be very happy to answer any questions any 
member of the committee may have. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Hagen, for a very informative state- 
ment. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Berry ? 

Mr. Berry. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisx. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. Westland? 

Mr. Westtanv. No questions. 
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Mr. Rogers. Do any other members have any questions ? 
There is coy this one question I have, Mr. Hagen. In the lan- 
guage of the bill I notice on page 2, line 18, it says: 


In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary 
shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 
Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so 
far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. 


Are you in a position to point out at this time those matters that 
ou think would be inconsistent with Federal reclamation law? 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman, this language relates solely to the Fed- 
eral water delivery. It is one of those catchall phrases, I think, they 
stuck in there, although there is some language later in the bill that 
they may be referring to such as vague references to title. But I am 
not commenting on that aspect of it. I was merely commenting on 
the specific pect that these laws did not apply to the State water 
deliveries which will be financed by the State. 

Iam glad you mentioned this, however, because although I do not 
have a copy of my own bill—it is not here from the printer—I did 
make a slight change in the so-called compromise bill. I added the 
word “to” followed by a comma after “sion” in line 16 of page 2 of 
the Sisk bill and added a comma in the same line after the phrase 
“initially to”. 

Mr. Rocers. That is the only change? 

Mr. Hagen. That is the only change and it does not change the 
substance, but merely clarifies the language I thought needed clari- 


WF aforementioned supplemental] statement. follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HARLAN HAGEN IN RE 
San Luis PRoJEcT 


Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman, I wish to comment further on the relation of the 
§an Luis project to the Feather River project portion of the California water 
plan. 
During the time that I was a member of the California State Legislature 
we authorized the State Feather River project on the basis of an extended study 
by the State water engineer. This survey and study was subsequently con- 
tinued and reported upon and the State has already spent over $50 million 
on the project. This expenditure and the increments thereto currently being 
requested of the legislature by Gov. Pat Brown is the best evidence that this 
is not a frivolous project but rather one that will be pushed through to com- 
pletion at an early date with an ultimate cost in excess of $11 billion. 

The essence of the Feather River project is the year-round taking of water 
from the San Joaquin River Delta southward by means of a mainline canal and 
areas of storage en route. Such storage south of the delta is vital to provide 
usable quantities of water at all times closer to the various points of diversion 
from the canal than would be furnished by the provision of a canal alone. It 
is true that the mainline canal at times will be used to transport water con- 
tinuously from the delta to points of diversion for consumptive use but at other 
times the supply must come from storage. The mentioned State 60 percent and 
Federal 40 percent participation in the described San Luis joint-use facilities 
reflects a larger usage by the State of a joint-use canal rather than a larger 
use of the main reservoir. 

It is this storage requirement which makes the San Luis damsite on San 
Luis Creek in Merced County, Calif., crucial to the success of the State Feather 
River project. It is either the most economical or the only damsite capable 
of storing the 1 million acre-feet plus of water needed to be stored initially by 
the project. Because of this fact the San Luis damsite is a source of conflict 
between proponents of the State project and those of the Federal project. 
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As originally programed the Feather River project contemplated water de 
liveries to the so-called San Luis unit service area in the interests of economic 
operation ; however that programing was dropped at the insistence of the West. 
land’s water district and other subsequent proponents of a Federal project to 
serve a projected San Luis area. Their reasoning was that they could get 
cheaper water or get water more rapidly through development of a Federal 
unit which would be part of the Central Valley project operated by the Federa] 
Government with certain advantages of power usage and lack of interest re. 
quirement in repayment contracts. Proponents of the State plan very graciously 
consented to dropping these potential customers from the State plan but they 
could not drop their insistence on the proposition that the State project would 
have, at least, equal access to the San Luis Dam site. 

In studying this conflict it was discovered that substantial money savings 
would accrue both to the Federal and State Governments by joint participation 
in the construction and operation of not only the San Luis Dam but also the 
mainline egress canal to the south and other more minor joint-use facilities, 

It is for this reason that proponents of the Feather River project haye 
taken the position before the committees of Congress concerned with authoriza- 
tion that no Federal authorizattion be granted which would allow preemp- 
tion by the Federal Government of the main damsite to the exclusion of the 
State project. 

As of this moment this position can be spelled out in detail with respect to 
language to be contained in any San Luis project authorization. This specific 
position is the compromise agreement I have referred to earlier. This compro- 
mise was the binding agreement of a representative of California’s Governor, 
the two California Senators, Congressman Sisk and myself and representa- 
tives of San Luis, Kern County, and Los Angeles water interests, arrived at in 
a March 13 meeting attended by representatives of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

This compromise looks primarily and hopefully to agreement between the 
Federal and State Governments for coordinated construction and operation of 
described joint-use facilities including a reservoir and egress canal therefrom. 
It does, however, cover the situation of undue delay in reaching such agree- 
ment by permitting unilateral Federal progress after date of January 1962, un- 
der two limited conditions. These conditions are the following: (1) that, in 
the event the January 1962 deadline for agreement has passed the Federal 
Government may proceed but only if it designs the joint-use facilities and con- 
structs the seme so that they are later expendable to encompass the purposes 
of the State project or, (2) the Federal Government may proceed at any time 
to construct, in the absence of agreement, if the State has advanced its share of 
the cost of designing and constructing expandable joint-use facilities, in which 
event the State will acquire an irrevocable right to such expansion. 

As I have stated a joint Federal-State construction and operation of certain 
joint-use facilities for the purpose of providing water to customers in separate 
service areas will be cheaper for both agencies in both the construction and 
operation phases and, therefore, I am certain that this project for Federal au- 
thorization will only ultimately become a reality on that basis. 

My final comment is that a Federal authorization for a joint Federal-State 
project may be precedent breaking but it is certainly admirable. The com- 
plaint is often heard that too often local interests of various kinds seek hand- 
outs from the Federal Government for projects which could be handled locally. 
In the instance of the Feather River project we have an example of a State en- 
deavoring to solve its own problems and asking only that the Federal Govern- 
ment not disrupt its plans but rather serve as a partner in certain integral units 
to the mutual advantage of both parties. 


Mr. Rocers. Thank you. 

The author of the other bill of the same nature, I believe, we will 
hear next, Mr. Harold Johnson. Is he here ? 

If not we will go into H.R. 302 by Mr. Gubser. 

If you will come forward, we will recognize you for your testl- 
mony, Mr. Gubser. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. oe 

I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity of be- 
ing heard and also for your decision to call early hearings on this 
very important legislation. 

I shall be very brief and merely state that the people I represent 
and I strongly endorse H.R. 5687. We appear before you to request 
that section 5 of H.R. 302, which I have introduced be amended into 
the provisions of H.R. 5687. c 

Briefly, section 5 calls for the extension of the Central Valley proj- 
ect service area through a Pacheco Tunnel to service the counties of 
Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey. We ask 
this authorization subject to the filing of a favorable feasibility re- 

rt and the acceptance of same by this committee and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

The study is about to get underway. If you will remember, this 
committee authorized and directed such a study by the Bureau of 
Reclamation at the last session of Congress. We feel that this very 
important area, which incidentally is one of the richest agricultural 
areas in the Nation, should be authorized to receive service with the 
original authorizing legislation and we would request, Mr. Chairman, 
that at some time later in the hearings I be given the opportunity 
of specifically explaining this suggested amendment and to present 
witnesses who have come from California in support of it. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Gubser, are those witnesses here now ? 

Mr. Gusser. They are in the room at the present time. 

Mr. Rogers. I doubt if we can get to them this morning. I think 
perhaps we can in the morning. How many will there be? 

Mr. Gusser. There are five present, but they will all not speak. 
There will be one or two and I can assure you, Mr. Chairman, it will 
be quite brief. 

Mr. Rogers. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. 

Mr. Roerrs. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you intend to present any evidence which you 
did not present during the last session of Congress? 

Mr. Gupser. I should say that substantially the evidence will be 
the same, Mr. Aspinall, except that it will be brought up to date. 

Mr. Asprnay. If we can hold it to bringing it up to date, it will 
be pleasing to the committee and the subcommittee chairmen, because 
there is no need to duplicate what you have given heretofore ? 

Mr. Gusser. That is right. 

_ Mr. Asprnaty. Let me ask you this: Were you and your group taken 
Into consideration when the new legislation, H.R. 5687, was agreed 
upon ? 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Sisk was kind enough to inform me that a com- 
promise had been reached and he informed me of that compromise 
on the day that H.R. 5687 was introduced. 
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I have discussed the matter with Mr. Sisk. However, I would like 
for him to speak for himself at the appropriate time during the 
hearings. 

Mr. AspInau, Of course, this is a very fundamental principle ag 
far as I am concerned, coming from a State which has been beset 
with sectional difficulties for years and years over the question of 
water. Now we come here with what I was advised was to be a Cali. 
fornia State water plan, and yet I find that presently one section of 
the State is perhaps left out of the bill. 

Let me ask you this question: In your opinion, do you think that 
your future would be jeopardized at all if H.R. 5687 and kindred 
bills were favorable approved by Congress now and then later on your 
project was found to be feasible and the possibility of then bringing 
your project into this project at that time would be undertaken? 
Would you not still be in just as good a position as you are at the 
present time? 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, obviously if the feasibility report were 
unfavorable, this Pacheco Pass extension would not be built in any 
event. ; 

Mr. Aspinatu. That is right. 

Mr. Gusser. However, I think that authorization subject to a favor. 
able feasibility report is obviously placing us in a better position than 
it would be to wait, for the simple reason that the old saying holds 
true, “A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush.” 

Mr. AsprnaLu. But your project up to the present time has never 
been surveyed and studied to the extent that the feasibility question 
has ever been determined. 

Mr. Gusser. That is not entirely true, Mr. Aspinall. It has been 
studied by the Tri-County Water Authority. It has also been studied 
by the State of California. At this point from all figures that have 
been released, the Pacheco tunnel is definitely considered to be feasible. 
It has not been studied by the Bureau of Reclamation and I would 
assume that this committee would require that prior to the time it was 
finall constructed. But it has been studied by the State of California. 
A report by the senior hydraulic engineer, Mr. Greydanus, has found 
the tunnel to be feasible, financially, economically, and from an engi- 
neering point of view. Creegan & DiAngelo’s engineering report— 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is that all in the record from the last hearing? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnau. I understand that, but I am talking about the Federal 
participation. You have not gone that far. 

Let me ask this question, so that I may understand what is involved. 
Would there be any facilities which would necessarily be a part of the 
project that is authorized in H.R. 5687 that would have to be built 
either during the construction of the project authorized by H.R. 5687 
or later on, if your project were authorized, that could not be built 
later on ? 

Mr. Gusser. I cannot answer that question directly. I can only 
speculate. It would appear to me that any engineering construction 
could be more properly and more efficiently constructed if the even- 
tual and complete use of the project were envisioned at the outset 

I believe that this tunnel, if it were authorized in the beginning, 
could be more efficiently constructed and better coordinated with the 
rest of the project if it were authorized at the outset. 


— C7¢ ete 


© 


like 
the 


@ as 
eset 
1 of 
vali- 
n of 


that 
lred 
rour 
ring 
cen / 

the 


vere 
any 


vor- 
han 
olds 


aver 
tion 


een 
lied 
ave 
ible. 
vuld 
was 
nia. 
und 
ngi- 


eral 


ved. 
‘the 
uilt 
1687 
uilt 


only 
tion 
ven- 


ing, 
the 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 23 


Mr. AsprnAL. But if it is purely a congressional authorization sub- 
ject. to feasibility and this project starts construction under H.R. 
5687 authorization, there is not any chance of what you say taking 
place, is there? 

Mr. Gusser. Except there is the great weight of engineering author- 
ity—and it is gh gre indicates that at this time the project is 
definitely feasible and that a favorable report on the part of the 
Bureau of Reclamation would be somewhat a matter of course. 

We are prepared to present that, Mr. Chairman. There is a great 
weight of engineering authority which indicates that this project is 
entirely feasible in all respects from competent engineering authority. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That isall. 

Mr. Gupser. One of the witnesses I will present, Mr. Chairman, is 
Dr. George Sullivan, who is dean emeritus of the University of Santa 
Clara Engineering School, who has a fine and long-established repu- 
tation in the State of California and he will be able to address himself 
specifically to that — 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AspinaLt. Yes. I surrender my time. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Just one question of my colleague. As I understand, this 
study was authorized last year. 

Mr.Gusser. Authorized and directed. 

Mr. Sisk. And directed that the Bureau of Reclamation make this 
study, as I am sure my chairman remembers. 

Mr. AspINALL. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to further say, and I believe my colleague 
will agree, there has never been any controversy on this particular 


project a 
.Gusser. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I was very happy to incorporate last year 
the provision which my colleague, Mr. Gubser, seeks to have incor- 

rated here. I would say for the record again, I have no objection 
or incorporation into the legsilation of this provision because it is 
completely contingent upon an economic feasibility study. So far 
as I know, I know of no objection to the request. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Hosmer? 

Mr. Hosmer. Just to clarify one thing that came up during the 
discussion with Mr. Aspinall. Is it not true that insofar as the con- 
troversy with respect to the San Luis project is concerned between 
groups of Kern County in the south and in the north, the Pacheco 
tunnel aspect that you have spoken about was outside that con- 
troversy ? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. We have always been outside the controversy, 
and I think the explanation lies in the geography of the area. We 
are neither north nor south. We are cut off from the principal 
sources of supply by the coastal mountain range. We have a unique 
water problem. We have developed local works even to a point of 
4 tax rate in one district of $3.80 per hundred. Because we are cut 
off from the rest of the State, we have a unique problem and we have 
hever been the subject of controversy in either the north or the south. 
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Mr. Hosmer. I would like to assure the gentleman, as Mr, Sisk 
has, that I certainly have no objection to his project being included 
Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. Any other questions ? 

Mr. Gubser, let me say this: At the rate we are going now, it is 
entirely possible we may be able to hear you and your witnesses later 
on this morning, if you are available. 

Mr. Gupser. We will be prepared to appear any time you wish it 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, may I request 
that I be permitted to insert an additional statement in the record 
at this point ? 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The aforementioned statement of Congressman Gubser follows:) 


MARCH 17, 1959, 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: In requesting authorization of the Pacheco tunnel unit of 
the Central Valley project prior to the time that a feasibility report is com- 
pleted, I am following a precedent which has been recently established by the 
Congress on at least six occasions. 

In Public Law 485 of the 84th Congress the Curecanti Dam was authorized 
with the following proviso: “* * * and that construction thereof shall not be 
undertaken until the Secretary has, on the basis of further engineering and 
economic investigations, reexamined the economic justification of such unit and 
accompanied by appropriate documentation in the form of a supplemental 
report, has certified to the Congress and to the President that, in his judgment, 
the benefits of such unit will exceed its costs; * * *” 

Public Law 505 of the 84th Congress authorized the Red Willow Dam and 
Reservoir with the following proviso: ‘‘* * * Provided, That no expenditure of 
funds shall be made for construction of such projects until the Secretary of 
the Interior, in the case of the Red Willow Dam and Reservoir, Nebr., and 
the Secretary of the Army, in the case of the Wilson Dam and Reservoir, Kans., 
with the approval of the President, have submitted to the Congress completed 
reports demonstrating such projects to be economically justified, and the Con- 
giess has approved such reports. * * *” 

Public Law 547 of the 83d Congress authorized a project on the Santa Mar- 
garita River with the following proviso: “* * * The authority of the Secretary 
to construct said facilities is contingent upon a determination by him that— 

“(d) the DeLuz Dam and other facilities herein authorized have economic 
and engineering feasibility.” 

It should be noted that in this authorization congressional approval of the 
feasibility report to be subsequently filed was not required. 

Public Law 612 of the 83d Congress authorized extension of the Missouri 
River Basin project to include the Ainsworth Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats 
extension and O’Neill units, subject to the following proviso: 

“Sec. 2. Construction of the units herein authorized to be included in the 
Missouri River Basin plan shall not be undertaken until a report demonstrating 
their physical and economic feasibility has been completed, review by the 
affected States, and approved by the Congress.” 

Public Law 839 of the 81st Congress authorized Sacramento Valley irriga- 
tion canals, as part of the Central Valley project, with the following proviso: 

“Seo. 5. * * * That no expenditure of funds shall be made for the construc- 
tion of this project until the Secretary of the Interior, with the approval of the 
President, has submitted to the Congress, with respect to such works, a com- 
pleted report and finding of feasibility under the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws.” 

Public Law 848 of the 81st Congress authorized construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Vermejo reclamation project in New Mexico, subject to the 
following proviso: 

“Sec. 3. Construction of the Vermejo reclamation project shall not be com- 
menced until the President shall have approved a project report and there shall 
have been established, pursuant to the laws of the State of New Mexico, an 
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organization with powers satisfactory to the Secretary, including the power 
roperty, * * *.” 

- Tacirman, since the State.of California, through its senior hydraulic 
engineer, Mr. Greydanus, has indicated, after engineering study, that the Pacheco 
project is feasible; and since the Tri-County Water Authority, through the 
engineering firm of Creegan & D’Angelo has also shown the feasibility of the 
Pacheco project ; and since a final study is authorized and directed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, which will no doubt bear out the State and Tri-County Water 
Authority findings; and since there is ample precedent for authorization of a 
project prior to receipt of a final feasibility report, I respectfully request that 
HR. 5687 be amended to include authorization of a Pacheco tunnel. 


CHARLES S. GUBSER. 
Mr. Rocrrs. Unless there is an objection, all Members of Congress 
wishing to file statements on this legislation will be permitted to do so 
and these statements will appear in the record at this point. Hear- 
ing no objection, it is so ordered. 
(The statements filed are as follows :) 


San Luis ProvecrT 





STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLAIR ENGLE ON H.R. 5687 


Mr. Chairman, as a former chairman of this subcommittee in the 82d Con- 
gress, and chairman of the full committee in the 84th and 85th Congresses, it is a 
great pleasure to present my respects to you and to the members, new and old, 
and to file with you a statement in support of the legislation before you. 

Most of the members of this committee do not have to be reminded that I am a 
yeteran advocate of the San Luis project. You and I recognize that this is an 
old project; too old, in fact. Almost 10 years have elapsed since it was recom- 
mended by the Department of the Interior as a necessary addition to the Central 
Valley project in August 1949, and 3 years since it was proposed also by the 
State of California as a key unit of our State water plan. Therefore, I will con- 
fine myself today to emphasizing three points which I think are new or at least 
of new significance at this time: 

First. We benefit in 1959 from the experience of our previous failure to pre- 
cisely define our common objective. That objective is and always has been joint 
use of the San Luis site for both the Federal reclamation project and the State 
north-south conveyance system. So H.R. 5687 is aimed precisely at joint use, with 
financing to correspond; it no longer contrives to impose idealistic schemes of 
joint dam construction or joint reservoir operation which we have learned are 
physically impracticable and legally unnecessary. 

Second. We now have achieved a new unity of support of local, State, and 
Federal interests. That is because the San Luis legislation now before you pro- 
vides a positive benefit to everyone concerned—a benefit that is assured at an 
early date under any circumstances to the water-short lands on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley, and an even greater potential benefit soon or later to the 
populous counties of southern California, without in any way prejudicing the 
future rights, interests, or opportunities of any area. That is why we now 
have a united front of local interests in both northern and southern California, 
as well as the State and Federal agencies, all asking for this authorization. 

Third. We finally have reached an agreeable compromise on timing. That is, 
we are agreed that the San Luis unit can be authorized now for construction 
as early as possible to at least a reservoir capacity of 1,200,000 acre-feet, with 
provision for future enlargement; or preferably, under full agreement for joint 
use, to the full capacity immediately of 2,100,000 acre-feet. The big point is 
that we can and must get started immediately on one alternative or the other 
without injury to any party. The early start is self-assured by the cutoff date 
on the waiting period for a joint use agreement. I am certain that a cutoff date 
isnecessary. It is necessary as a device of urgency and a guarantee against fur- 
ther costly delay in this most important California water project. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word about the tremendous finaneial bur- 
den which the State of California is prepared to assume in this gigantic coopera- 
tive water program. Federal participation will be minor in comparison with 
State and local expenditures which in time will total several billion dollars. Al- 
teady Governor Brown has asked the legislature to appropriate $38 million this 
year to get work started, and to authorize a State bond issue of over $500 million 
to move into high gear in 1960. This year’s State budget includes $10,700,000 for 
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the purchase of land and right-of-way for the San Luis reservoir site and the 
related State aqueduct system. It is high time that the Congress now authorize 
the Federal portion of the program by passing this San Luis bill. 





STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss IN Support or H.R. 5687, To 
AUTHORIZE THE SAN LUIS UNIT OF THE CENTRAL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, my statement today marks the third time I have supported 
legislation to authorize the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project before 
this subcommittee. 

Upon each of those occasions I have cited the critical need for this important 
development. That need is more urgent today than ever before. For this 
reason, I am happy to support H.R. 5687 and other identical bills to authorize 
the San Luis project. 

I am pleased to note that Governor Brown of California and his director of 
water resources have endorsed these measures in appearances before you, and 
that the two California Senators have jointly introduced a bill in the Senate 
which is identical with H.R. 5687. 

The San Luis Dam and Reservoir as proposed in H.R. 5687 will, when com- 
pleted, perform a dual role. First, it will provide an urgently needed supple 
mental water supply for a service area that comprises one of the finest agricul- 
tural units in California. Second, it will form an important link in the overall 
solution of California’s statewide water problem. 

Before discussing these two aspects of the project, I want to commend the 
author of H.R, 5687, Mr. Sisk, in whose congressional district the proposed San 
Luis project lies, for providing the leadership which resulted in the bill before 
you. Two years ago he sponsored a week-long meeting here in Washington of 
officials of the California State Department of Water Resources, the U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation, representatives of the local interests, and congressional staff 
experts in an effort to reconcile conflicting interests on San Luis and achieve 
a bill that would satisfy the local and State interests. Since that time he has 
constantly striven to perfect and improve the measure. 

It is to be noted that San Luis, which is exclusively an irrigation project, is 
a logical and long-planned extension of the great Central Valley project. This 
project, designed to serve the water needs of California’s Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Valleys, was planned with the definite idea in mind of constructing addi- 
tional features in orderly stages to meet the water requirements of particular 
areas as they develop and as the users are willing to shoulder the cost of such 
features. The San Luis unit of the Central Valley project is urgently needed 
now and the water users stand ready to repay the cost of the development to the 
United States. 

The physical plan of San Luis roughly involves the capturing of a portion of 
the winter runoff that each year wastes from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
into the ocean, and of transporting it by means of the existing Tracy pumping 
plant and Delta-Mendota Canal to a point near the San Luis Reservoir, where 
it would be pumped through new facilities into the proposed San Luis Reservoir 
for use during the irrigation season. Construction of the new project would 
almost double the utility of the existing Delta-Mendota canal system of the 
Central Valley project by using the system at times when it would otherwise be 
idle. 

The San Luis service area embraces some 500,000 acres of land in Fresno, 
Merced, and Kings Counties, Calif. These lands have until now been com- 
pletely dependent upon water pumped from deep wells that often reach a depth 
of 2,000 feet and require pumping lifts of from 400 to 700 feet. Year after 
year the groundwater table in this area has receded. It is now dropping at the 
alarming rate of 25 feet every 12 months. This decrease in the groundwater 
reservoir regrettably has been accompanied by a marked deterioration in the 
quality of water brought to the surface. A supplemental water supply at a price 
the users can afford to pay is essential if this important area is to continue as 
a vital part of California’s and the Nation’s economy. The answer lies in im- 
mediate authorization of the San Luis unit. 

Earlier in this statement I referred to the part San Luis will play in the 
solution of California’s overall water crisis. My State faces a truly staggering 
water problem, as a few statistics will help explain. California’s population in 
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1940 was 7 million. Today it is 14 million, and by 1965 California is expected to 
pave a population of 17.8 million people. 

More than half the water presently consumptively used in California comes 
from underground sources. Today the overdraft of ground-water supplies, 
according to Bulletin No. 3 of the California Department of Water Resources, 
amounts to 4 million acre-feet per year. It is estimated that by 1965 the seasonal 
net deficit could amount to over 10 million acre-feet annually. One very serious 
effect of these overdrafts currently is manifested in the intrusion of sea water 
into the principal aquifers of a number of coastal ground-water basins. Two 
years ago, the State department of water resources issued a comprehensive 
report showing that California will eventually need some 376 reservoirs which, 
with related facilities such as aqueduct systems, will require an outlay of an 
estimated $11,800 million. With the tremendous sums that are needed for 
schools, hospitals, highways, California cannot possibly solve its water problems 
alone. It must have and will continue to need the help of the Federal Govern- 
ment. In this connection, the passage of H.R. 5687 would provide a great 
impetus to the State’s own water program. 

Among the factors that contribute greatly to the California water problem 
are the geographic maldistribution of the State’s water resources and their 
seasonal imbalances. The northern portion of the State has a surplus of water 
while the central and southern areas have a deficiency. Coupled with this is 
the fact that our stream flows follow the snow thaws and rains which occur 
in the winter and early spring months, while the summers are dry. These factors 
plus periodic droughts make large storage reservoirs a necessity. 

The Federal, State, and other officials who drafted H.R. 5687 realized that the 
San Luis project can be of great assistance to the State of California in its plans 
to transport northern water into the areas of deficiency. Accordingly, it was 
so prepared as to coordinate the works with the plans of the State for that 
purpose. It specifically permits the project facilities to be designed and con- 
structed so that they may be integrated into and made a part of the State’s 
overall plan, with the additional cost to be borne by the State. 

I am convinced that the San Luis project authorized in accordance with the 
provisions of H.R. 5687 will not only take care of a critical water problem in 
the San Luis service area, but will also provide an important link in the State’s 
solution of its overall water problem. For these reasons, I urge favorable 
action on the measure by your committee. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN J. McFALL, 11TH District, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity today to add my unqualified 
support to H.R. 5687, the Sisk bill, that would authorize the joint Federal-State 
development of the San Luis unit as a part of the Central Valley project in 
California. 

The interests of all parts of California are fairly represented in this bill and 
you will be hearing political, engineering, financial, and economic experts to 
explain in detail how this measure is good for all of the State and in turn for 
the Nation. 

The legislation you are considering today was developed over a period of 
more than 4 years and the final refinement was made only last week. 

The San Luis project directly fits the purposes and objectives of our national 
reclamation policy and the Secretary of the Interior after full study has 
described the project as economically feasible and with a very favorable benefit- 
eost ratio. 

Now that there is agreement by all interested parties, I urge your sympathetic 
consideration and early approval of this measure so that we may begin to reap the 
many benefits promised from the San Luis project without delay. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CLEM MILLER, First DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, ON BEHALF OF 
THE SAN Luis PROJEoT 


I would like to add my voice to that of my fellow colleagues from California 
in urging approval of this committee for the San Luis project. It is my belief 
that the orderly development of our water potential is of great benefit to all of 
California, the West, and the entire Nation. 
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Expert witnesses have testified to its feasibility; local residents to its need : 
and those of us from outside the service area can attest to the fact that such 
prosperity will add to the national welfare and the general good. 

As Representative of the First California District, I heartily endorse the San 
Luis project and urge its approval by this committee. Thank you. 


A STaTeEMENT BY Hon. CLypE DoYLe, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS, 23D Con. 
GRESSIONAL District, Los ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to make this necessarily brief statement to you on this everlasting important 
subject of adequate water supply for the people of my native State of California 
In making this brief statement I wish to emphasize that I, of course, recognize 
that, with the proven population growth of California—both past and in the 
future—it is necessary to include major future supplies and supplementary 
water, especially into the southern part of California. But in saying this [ 
nevertheless, recognize that the water problem is an entire California State 
mg problem. It cannot be considered as a problem of but one section of the 

tate. 

With your present consideration of the San Luis Reservoir and the proposed 
main transmission canal in connection therewith, 1 anticipate that it must be 
so adequate in size and capacity that both the rights of the State of California 
and of the Federal Government and the use of the water from the San Luis 
Reservoir shall be sufficient to be continuously adequate to meet the needs 
intended to be met. I think it is very important, gentlemen, that in all delib- 
erations and plans to meet the present known needs and to sensibly anticipate 
the future needs all of us in government must sense the future as not less 
exacting of concern and the needs of progress than we have in the past. It 
would seem crystal clear to me that whatever it takes in finance and hardships 
even is far less than it would be without adequate water supply throughout the 
glorious State of California. 

The record speaks clearly that the population is moving West from the Bast 
of our United States. 

I understand that at present you are working on a sensible, sound sort of a 
joint works program and that with the conquering of the San Luis Rey Reservoir 
problem as a result of mutual good will and understanding between all elements 
necessary to be considered, a considerable “bottleneck” situation will be removed. 

Not pretending to be fully or entirely cognizant of all the issues and problems 
which you face in the problem of adequate water for all of the State of California, 
I will not presume at this time to do more than I have in these brief words 
herein stated and to further suggest two points which I believe deserve my 
emphasis: 

(1) That no legislation by the U.S. Congress should necessarily give priority 
in theory or practice to contractors operating in connection with the Federal 
Government under like rights of contractors operating in connection with State 
of California offices, if this is to be the joint works effort which I understand 
it is to be. There is room for both and by a spirit of cooperation put into 
practical use and application it can result in a magnificently harmonious and 
valuable experience for both the Federal level and the State level. 

(2) Having read the urgent appeal of Gov. Pat Brown to the effect that work 
begin as soon as possible on the total project, I am concerned that suitable and 
necessary legislation by both Federal and State shall be made effective at the 
earliest possible date and that the necessary funds, which will be of a very 
considerable sum, be concluded likewise at the earliest possible date. 

Knowing as I do of some of the extreme needs of portions of California for 
water right now, I consider Federal and State legislation which may be necessary 
as incumbent upon legislators at both levels. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for this time and opportunity 
I thank you. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN GoRDON L. McDoNovuGH CoNncEeRNING H.R. 5687 


Mr. Chairman, this committee now has under consideration H.R. 5687, 4 
bill which authorizes the construction of the San Luis Reservoir, a unit of the 
Central Valley project, and a main transmission canal. F 

It is my understanding that H.R. 5687 incorporates amendments which 
make this bill acceptable to all interested parties in the State of California 
including the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 
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— 


The joint works of this project will form the “neck of the bottle” through 
which a vast amount of water out of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta area 
will be delivered in the future to a vast area of the San Joaquin \ alley and 
other portions of central and southern California in addition to the 500,000 
acres of the San Luis service area. at 

There is an urgent need to develop every possible source of water in Cali- 
fornia to assure an adequate water supply in all parts of the State, and espe- 
cially in the heavily populated area of southern California where the demand 
for water is constantly rising with the continuing phenomenal increase in 
population. oe nme, 

The San Luis Reservoir is an important project in the development of Cali- 
fornia’s water supply and is needed now. 

I sincerely urge favorable action by this committee on H.R. 5687 which will 
authorize its construction. 

Mr. Rogers. We will now call Mr. Dominy and his associates of 
the Department of the Interior. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER OF 
RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY B. P. BELLPORT, REGIONAL 
DIRECTOR, SACRAMENTO, CALIF., AND IVAN P. HEAD, PROJECT 
DIRECTOR, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL OFFICE 


Mr. Domrny. I have with me this morning two technical experts 
from the regional office, Mr. B. P. Bellport, Regional Director, Sacra- 
mento, Calif., and Mr. Ivan P. Head, who is in charge of planning 
work in the Sacramento Regional Office. I would like to have them 
participate with me this morning. 

Mr. Rocrers. You may do so, and you are Mr. Floyd E. Dominy, 
Associate Commissioner of Reclamation, are you not? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. [am regretful that the departmental report did 
not get clearance in time to have it here and duplicated so that each 
of your committee could have a copy of the report before them this 
morning. 

I am regretful also, of course, that it is directed specifically to 
H.R. 301 and H.R. 302. 

While I participated in the conferences with the various California 
interests, which resulted in the bill, H.R. 5687, which was introduced 
Friday, [ have not had the opportunity to clear through the Depart- 
ment and the Budget Bureau the not substantive, but yet not insig- 
nificant, changes which were made. 

My own impression, Mr. Chairman, is that the Department’s report 
will be equally as favorable to H.R. 5687 as it is to H.R. 301. I do not 
consider the changes made undesirable. As a matter of fact, I believe, 
forthe most part, they are quite desirable changes. But we will get for 
the committee an amended clearance letter on this specific bill. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Harey. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is speaking about the 
Department report. Has not the Department reported on this project 
two or three times before, a favorable report 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say this to the gentleman from Florida: 
That there has been a meeting of the minds, so to speak, among the sev- 
eral different authors of the separate bills and this matter referred to 
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is the new bill. There are some language changes and we wanted to get 
it coordinated with the others. 

Mr. Haey. Mr. Chairman, I notice apparently the people who are 
interested in this have finally convinced Mr. Hosmer over there that 
the project is a good project, and I believe he supports it now. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Hater. That must indicate it is a good project. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, the Department recommends that H.R, 
301 be enacted. If it is enacted, H.R. 301 will permit the carrying out 
of the proposals made in this Department’s project planning report on 
San Luis unit, Central Valley project, dated August 11, 1956. 

After clearance through the Bureau of the Budget, copies of this 
report were transmitted to the Congress on December 17, 1956. 

Mr. Rogers. Pardon me. Is that the report you are reading? 

Mr. Dominy. I am reading from the Department’s official report on 
the bill. 

Mr. Rogers. Not your statement? 

Mr. Dominy. Not the statement; no, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dominy. The general plan of Federal development of this unit 
was described in our report to your committee, dated June 28, 1957, 
on H.R. 2452, H.R. 6035, and H.R. 7295, 85th Congress, and need not 
be repeated in this report. 

We also submitted reports to your committee on May 28, 1958, with 
respect to H.R. 9969, and on July 30, 1958, with respect to H.R. 12899, 

Other proposals introduced in the 85th Congress relating to the 
authorization of the Department of the Interior, under the Central 
Valley project were in H.R. 301, which would provide also that certain 
of the main supply works could be constructed in a manner and to 
capacities to permit their joint use by the United States and the State 
of California. 

It would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter into agree- 
ment with respect to the construction, operation, and financing of 
these joint-use facilities. Under the provisions of the bill, an equitable 
division of the cost of construction, operation, and maintenance of such 
facilities would be arrived at by negotiations. 

While rights to the use of capacities in the joint-use features, would 
be similarly the subject of negotiations and agreement, subsection 
3 of the bill would require that United States be unrestricted in its 
right to the use of sufficient capacity to serve the Federal San Luis 
unit. 

In addition to favoring the enactment of legislation authorizing the 
construction by the Federal Government of the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, we support the concept embraced in H.R. 301 
that the main supply features may be constructed, pursuant to suitable 
agreement, also to serve proposed water developments by the State of 
California. We are of the opinion that the bill would furnish ade- 
quate authority to accomplish both of these objectives. It would 
provide a legislative framework within which the United States and 
the State could work out appropriate, mutually acceptable arrange- 
ments for the operation of the joint-use works of the San Luis unit 
so that the State’s water development requirements could be served 
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without adversely affecting the operation of the Federal project and 
without any impairment of the Federal investment. The provisions 
of the bill properly recognize, we believe, that such matters as the 
sharing of costs and of capacities of the joint-use works cannot be 
determined by any fixed statutory formulae but must be worked out 
by the contracting parties upon taking into account all relevant fac- 
tors. The terms of H.R. 301 with respect to the contents of the agree- 
ment between the United States and the State of California are 
preferable to those of H.R. 812 which, in addition, has the disadvan- 
tage of providing an authority for construction of the Federal San 
Luis unit as such under any set of circumstances. 

In order to clarify certain of the provisions of the bill dealing with 
the sharing of costs, we suggest the following amendments for the 
committee’s consideration. 

I might say at this point that this amendment which I am about 
to read has been changed somewhat in H.R. 5687 over what it appears 
in H.R. 301. It still does not comport fully to what the Department’s 
report recommends and there may be need for an amendment so I 
would like to read this: 

1. In place of the sentence appearing in lines 12 through 18 on page 
9, substitute the following: 

Upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 
the cost as later provided in this act, these joint-use facilities may be con- 
structed initially either to permit future expansion or to capacities necessary 
to serve both the San Luis unit service area and the State’s service area. 

9. In line 24 on page 4, after the word “State” insert the words: 
shall agree to equitably share the total cost of constructing the joint-use facili- 
ties and as a part of its share. 

3. In lines 3 and 23 on page 6 substitute the word “equitable” for 
the word “appropriate.” 

The sentence beginning at line 12 on page 2 indicates that the costs 
of the joint-use facilities should be apportioned between the United 
States and the State on an equitable basis. The amendments sug- 
gested above are designed, first, to rephrase the language of that sen- 
tence to make it clearer without changing its meaning in this respect 
and, second, to make the other provisions consistent with that sen- 
tence. 

In addition, we suggest the following minor amendments: 

(1) On page 2, in line 6, after the words “pumping plants” delete 
the word “and” and insert a comma. 

(2) On page 8, in line 22, after the comma insert the words “as 
amended,”. 

The above comments with respect to H.R. 301 are equally applicable 
toH.R. 302. The latter bill is substantially identical to H.R. 301 but 
also includes a provision relating to the construction of works as a 
part of the Central Valley project, to serve lands and municipalities 
in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. In 
connection with this provision, we should like to note the recent action 
of the Congress in passing the act of August 27, 1958 (72 Stat. 937) 
which authorized this Department to make an investigation of the 
feasibility of the proposed work and to report thereon to the Con- 
gress. 
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The data called for by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, are attached 
for your information. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. However that 
Bureau has requested that your committee be advised that it would 
recommend that the provisions of H.R. 301 and H.R. 302 be modi- 
fied to provide for treating the cost of minimum basic recreational] 
facilities as part of the overall Federal cost to be allocated to the 
major purposes of the project subject to the cost-sharing or reim- 
bursement requirements applicable to such purposes. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Do I understand shortly we will have mimeographed 
copies of that report you just read ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. We did not get clearance until late Friday 
afternoon. The duplication is being done this morning. 

I have a few additional comments which I would like to make 
pertaining to the Bureau and the Department’s position on this bill, 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Domriny. I will not attempt a detailed description of the San 
Luis development in my testimony, as that is covered in the statement 
of Regional Director Bellport who will follow me. 

On December 17, 1956, Secretary Seaton transmitted to the Con- 
gress for its information his report on the San Luis unit as an 
interim report, in advance of recommendations for legislative action. 
He stated in that report that “negotiations with the State of California 
concerning possible means of integrating the San Luis unit with the 
proposed Feather River project of the State are proceeding at the 
present time and their outcome will be instrumental in shaping the 
recommendations that this Department will make when authorizing 
legislation for the San Luis unit is considered by the Congress.” 
Following submission of this report to the Congress, numerous 
meetings were held with State, local, and congressional representa- 
tives concerning acceptable means of coordinating the proposed San 
Luis unit with the Feather River State development. Within the 
past year our regional office has met several times with the California 
Department of Water Resources looking toward the negotiation of 
definite terms of an agreement relating to the construction and opera- 
tion of a joint Feather River-San Luis project. These negotiations, 
however, are still in the formative stage and considerable additional 
joint study will be required before final agreement can be reached. 

The meetings have disclosed that there are no major engineering 
obstacles to coordination as the Bureau and State engineers are in 
general agreement as to the physical works required. The question 
of how coordination can best be accomplished then is one involving 
policy rather than engineering considerations. We believe that LR. 
301, with minor clarifying amendments, provides a legislative frame- 
work within which the United States and the State of California can 
work out appropriate, mutually acceptable arrangements for construc- 
tion and operation of joint-use features and for an equitable sharing 
of costs. Accordingly, the Department of the Interior recommends 
enactment of H.R. 301. 

The Central Valley project. was first authorized by Congress to 
include Shasta and Keswick Dams and powerplants, the Delia cross- 
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channel, Contra Costa Canal, Delta-Mendota Canal and Friant Dam, 
Friant-Kern Canal, and Madera Canal. The project was reauthor- 
ied in 1940 to include distribution systems from the main canals. In 
October 1949, Congress reauthorized the project to include the Ameri- 
can River features, and in 1950 to add the Sacramento River canals. 
In 1955 the Trinity River division of the project was reauthorized. 

The next large area with a critical immedate need for additional 
supplemental water supplies lies on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley, part of which—the San Luis area—is proposed for develop- 
ment under legislation now before the committee. 

In its relation to the Central Valley project the San Luis unit would 
be a further stage in the process of capturing winter waters in north- 
ern California and after meeting needs there, transferring the surplus 
to water-short areas in the south. This is the purpose of the irrigation 
features of the Central Valley project as planned by State and Fed- 
eral agencies over the last 35 years. It has been and is being planned 
and constructed in stages to meet the needs of various localities as 
these needs develop, and at the same time, it is being designed to fit 
into plans for future use in other areas. The plans for the San Luis 
unit are an example of the way in which the existing project facilities 
can assist future expansion of the project areas. 

In addition to possible changes in the plan to accommodate full 
integration with the Feather River project, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has studied one important change in the plan of development and 
operation of the San Luis unit to take advantage of the offer by the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., to exchange energy on a more favorable 
basis than possible under present contracts. Studies show that under 
certain conditions it would be justifiable to invest additional funds 
for a forebay to the San Luis pumps for enlargement of the capacity 
of those pumps to permit use of off-peak energy for pumping. This 
additional cost, coupled with the estimated cost of the original report 
plan indexed to present-day construction costs, results in a current 
estimated cost of the San Luis unit of $290,430,000, exclusive of dis- 
tribution and drainage systems. Payout studies, based on this esti- 
mated cost and the present estimated cost of the Trinity River 
division, show that project costs can be fully returned during a 50- 
year repayment period, either under all-Federal development or joint 
development of the Trinity River division, without increase in pre- 
vailing Central Valley project rates for either power or present water 
service. Surplus revenues would amount to more than $65 million 
under all-Federal development of the Trinity River division. Under 
joint development surplus revenues would total more than $200 mil- 
lion. The distribution and drainage system costs are now estimated 
to be $192,650,000. These costs would be repaid by the local districts 
under separate contracts over a 40-year repayment period, if con- 
structed by the United States. 

Addition of the San Luis unit to the Central Valley project will, 
of course, have an impact on our ability to provide electric power to 
preference agencies from the Central Valley project. If the Trinity 
power facilities are constructed by the Federal Government, the serv- 
ice to preference agencies would then be increased to 650,000 kilowatts, 
but when San Luis is drawn upon for pumping power the 650,000 


would be reduced to a net of 470,000 kilowatts available to preference 
agencies. 
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If the Trinity plants are constructed by Pacific Gas & Electric Co, 
the service to preference agencies would drop from 400,000 kilowatts, 
which we are now capable of serving, to approximately 290,000 kilo- 
watts, the amount required to serve only the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District and other minor contracts. These decreases in service 
to preference agencies were, of course, taken into consideration in the 
payout demonstrations previously mentioned. Under either circum- 
stance of Trinity power development we support approval of the San 
Luis unit. 

Much of the service area of the San Luis unit is now in large owner- 
ships. Westlands Water District, which includes two-thirds of the 
entire San Luis water area, is mindful of the provisions of the recla- 
mation law with regard to acreage limitations in single ownerships, 
Members of that district, in appearing before your committee in May 
of 1956 and January 1958, indicated their willingness to comply with 
those provisions of reclamation law. However, the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Co., which owns approximately 120,000 acres of land in the 
service area, 65,000 of which are in the Westlands district, informed 
the Bureau of Reclamation by letter of October 1, 1956, that “it is not 
prepared to commit these lands for sale under the usual Bureau of 
Reclamation recordable contract.” 

The company further stated that it neither sought nor expected any 
Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year interest-free money, but was 
willing to pay its fair share of the irrigation benefits provided the 
capital and operating costs are such that the land and crops can 
afford to do so. The company, however, in a statement presented 
to the Senate Interior Committee last March, in 1958, in hearings on 
S. 1887 indicated that if the Federal Government undertakes the 
San Luis unit it, the company, wishes to cooperate, recognizing that 
this might involve signing of recordable contracts. The legislation 
which we recommend be enacted requires compliance with the land 
limitation provisions of reclamation law: 

H.R. 301, in section 3 sets forth several provisions and principles 
to guide preparation of an agreement between the United States and 
the State of California for coordinated operation and joint use of 
the facilities of the San Luis unit. In many respects these provi- 
sions and principles contain the heart of the proposal for joint de- 
velopment. Among other things they contain safeguards to assure 
operation of the San Luis unit as planned to thus protect the Federal 
investment during the repayment period. We regard such provisions 
as of basic importance to Federal participation in any joint develop- 
ment of the San Luis unit. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Dominy. 

Mr. Aspinall ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I have two or three questions. 

Is this language appearing at the bottom of page 2, which reads as 
follows: 

In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary 
shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 


888, and Act amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the 
provisions thereof are inconsistent with the Act. 


Is that the usual language used in authorization bills? 
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Mr. Domrny. I do not think it is unusual to have language of that 
sort, no, sir, because occasionally in an authorizing bill there is some 
direct attempt to modify reclamation law in some particular. I think 
the purpose of the language here, Mr. Aspinall, is to make plain that 
the joint development with the State participating would not carry 
reclamation law over to apply on the area which the State developed. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I agree with you. Would it not be better to say 
so instead of coming up with a provision such as this? 

Mr. Dominy. As a matter of fact, section 6 has now been added in 
HLR. 5687, which was not in H.R. 301 which does spell that out very 
explicitly. — 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand it, this act carries with it no excep- 
tion to the acreage limitation law. The acreage limitation law will 
stand as far as this legislation is concerned ? . 

Mr. Dominy. That is correct, sir, with the exception that the State 
lands developed with the State project would be exempted. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you think of any other areas of inconsistency 
with the reclamation law and acts amendatory thereto except the op- 
eration of the facilities which would be under the control of the 
State ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. I think that is the only area that is doubtful 
as far as its compliance fully with reclamation law. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand your report, the major point of 
difference between the Department and the sponsors of this legisla- 
tion has to do with the sharing of the joint cost, providing the State 
of California should decide to go ahead with its project. Your 
position is that those costs should be shared equitably ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Which would mean more of a burden on the State 
than it would if we just allocated to the State those additional costs 
which are necessary because of the addition of the State facilities. Is 
that not right ? 

Mr. Domrny. That is right. It is our position, Mr. Aspinall, that 
either the Federal project or the State project, if built separately, 
would be more costly than if the same capacities were provided in a 
single joint development at one time. We do not think it would be 
proper for us to charge the State the full individual costs of providing 
their capacities and the Federal Government take only the difference 
of what it would cost to build them together, nor do we think the con- 
verse should be the case. We think there should be an equitable shar- 
ing of the total jointly constructed facilities. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Under the legislation as now written, though, would 
not the State be charged only with additional costs for the facilities 
which would be necessary for its part ? 

_Mr. Domryy. I do not so understand it. I understand this legisla- 
tion does not go into a specific formula directing us as to how to arrive 
at the sharing, but gives us the authority to work out an agreement 
on an equitable basis, arrived at between the Federal Government and 
the State government. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I think that you are exactly correct, Mr. Dominy, 
and the only further review that the Congress would have under the 
circumstances would be that your contract would have to lie before 
the committees of Congress for 90 days and then if the committees of 
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Congress were not favorable to your contract, there would not be any- 
thing we could do about it. That is on page 4. 

Mr. Dominy. Page 4, sir? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Provided, That if the Secretary so determines, he shall report thereon to the 
Congress and shall not commence construction for 90 calendar days from the 
date of his report (which 90 days, however, shall not include— 

and so forth. 

In other words, we are just giving to the Department authority and 
responsibility of making its own determination as to what amounts to 
the equitable costs in this project. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Under the legislation as it is now written, as I under- 
stand it, we authorize the full sum of $290,430,000, which is the sum 
that apparently engineers have agreed upon as all that will be neces- 
sary. but that is for the whole sum; that does not take into consider- 
ation the sharing of the equitable costs. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Domrny. That is the estimated cost of the Federal project 
that would be authorized here. It is our belief that that same Federal 
project, if built with the State project all encompassed in one with 
an equitable sharing, would be cheaper, yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. But you have no idea at the present time how much 
cheaper it might be? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Bellport; have your studies gone to—— 

Mr. Asprnatu. If his statement will go into that, I will reserve 
that. 

Mr. Domriny. I do not think we have more than a rough estimate, 
We do not have our studies far enough along, Mr. Aspinall, to give 
any really precise figure. 

Mr. Asprtnatu. If I understand your presentation correctly, on any 
recreational benefits which will be derived from the construction of 
this project, there will be no credit given for nonreimbursable costs 
of construction, is that correct ? 

Mr. Dominy. The Bureau of the Budget has so recommended that 
this project be treated the same as the ordinary recreation project, 
that minimum basic facilities, if they are added, be a charge to the 
project and not be made nonreimbursable. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The legislation, as it is now written, would make 
just that provision ? 

Mr. Dominy. As I understand, the legislation as it is now written 
would provide for nonreimbursable funds. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Berry ? 

Mr. Berry. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Haley ? 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that the project 
has about 440,000 acres of land. 

Mr. Domrny. The amount to be irrigated in any one year is about 
440,000 acres. There are about 490,000 irrigable acres that would be 
encompassed in the entire project area. 

Mr. Hater. That includes this 120,000 acres of land belonging to 
the Southern Pacific Railroad ? AL 

Mr. Dominy. 65,000 acres of that is in the irrigation district, im- 
gable land. 
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Mr. Hatry. You state in your presentation that they have made 
certain statements before the Senate Interior Committee hearing last 
March. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire if we will have before us 
representatives of the Southern Pacific? _ 

Mr. Rocers. I do not think they are listed at the present time to 
appear. If the gentleman from Florida would like to have them: 

Mr. Hater. I think, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that they 
have made a very firm statement here last October, that they are not 

repared to commit these lands in accordance with the contract, 
{ think we ought to have some statement from the Southern Pacific 
as to what they are going to do and certainly we ought to know 
what these contracts are going to be. If they are not going to live 
up to the reclamation law, I think that we are getting into a little 

Ity. 
py Time Without objection, then we will ask the staff member, 
Mr. McFarland, if you will notify the Southern Pacific to have a rep- 
resentative here. 

Is that all the questions you have, Mr. Haley ? 

Mr. Hauer. I have a few more. 

I notice that the witness directs his remarks to H.R. 301. That is 
not a similar bill to H.R. 5687. Is that correct, or have certain ob- 
jectionable features been written into H.R. 5687 ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. I do not consider the additions to H.R. 5687 over 
HLR. 301 to be objectionable. Section 6 has been added which makes 
it clear and unmistakable that the intent is to make the State service 
area exempt from reclamation law. We think that was already in 
H.R, 301. 

Mr. Harry. So the statement you make here in reference to H.R. 
301 would also apply to H.R. 5687 ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. As I stated, I have not had the opportunity to 
clear it through channels but, I have little question but what the De- 
partment and the Bureau of the Budget will find H.R. 5687 equally 
as supportable as H.R. 301. 

Mr. Harry. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Westland ? 

Mr. Wresttanp. Mr. Dominy, how do you distinguish between the 
so-called State service area and the Federal reclamation part of it? 

Mr. Dominy. The State service area is well distinguished from 
Federal area as far as the physical position of the lands to be irrigated 
and the municipalities to be served, and the water supply for those 
areas is to come from the Feather River project, which is also being 
constructed as part of the State plant. So there is no particular prob- 
lem, Mr. Westland, to distinguish physically between the areas to be 
irrigated by the capacity provided by State financing as compared to 
the areas to be irrigated by the capacities provided by Federal 
financing. 

Mr. Westtanp. These would only be areas that are presently being 
served by the State ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. Both the Federal and the State service areas 
are at the moment getting water supplies from pumping and other 
sources and not from either the Federal Government or State facili- 
ties. So it would be all new service area, but it would be a supple- 
mental water supply in both instances. 
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Mr. WestLanp. These areas have been specifically delineated, have 
they ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. The Westlands area. 

Mr. Wesrianp. I think maybe we ought to get this in the record 
now, that there is no connection, unfortunately, between my name and 
the Westlands area. I have been out there, Mr. Dominy, and taken a 
look at that country. I regret that there is not some connection be- 
tween them. 

Mr. Hosmer. No nepotism. 

Mr. WestLanv. No; no nepotism connected with this one. 

Mr. Domtny. The answer to your question is that the Federal area 
is partly within an irrigation district already set up under State law 
and it is well defined and known in advance which is to be served from 
the Federal project. 

Mr. Westianp. Are these Southern Pacific lands presently being 

‘ x ® “oy 
served by the State or would they come under the Federal reclamation 
law ? 

Mr. Domrny. It is all private development at the moment from 
wells. There is not any State canals or any Federal canals serving 
either of the areas at the moment, Congressman Westland. It is al] 
deep wells that have been developed over a period of years. 

Mr. Wrstianp. How much of this is reimbursable? 

Mr. Dominy. $284 million of our estimated cost of $290 million js 
reimbursable irrigation costs. 

Mr. Westianp. One other thing, Mr. Dominy. Somewhere in your 
testimony I heard you speaking about the Pacific Gas & Electric Co, 
offer to provide pumping power. 

Mr. Domtiny. Yes. 

Mr. Westianp. Does the Department favor that? 

Mr. Dominy. We would favor the bill authorizing us to look into 
that and adopt it if it is the most feasible plan. We have not had 
time to study it completely, and I believe Mr. Bellport will make a 
little more detailed statement on that matter. 

Mr. Westianp. I would like to hear that proposition somewhere in 
this testimony. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. With respect to the Pacheco Tunnel, and so forth, 
what is the Department’s position ? 

Mr. Dominy. I think that we would have to say that our position 
is neutral as to whether that should be included in this bill or not. As 
a matter of fact, Mr. Hosmer, as I understand it, the Pacheco Tunnel 
and the areas that would be served would only take about 60,000 acre- 
feet of water annually, and in this project which is being designed for 
several million acre-feet, 1 am confident that we would not change the 
capacity whether we knew that 60,000 acre-feet was to be in the plan 
from the start or would ultimately be added to the plan. 

So I really do not believe it would make any particular difference 
at all in the way this project would be built whether it would be in- 
cluded now as part of the authorization, subject to final determination 
on the feasibility report, or whether a year or two from now when the 
feasibility report is completed and Congress authorized it and it was 
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built. I think the capacity would still be there in these principal 
works. ' 

Mr. AsprnAtu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. So that we get the record clear, do you know of any 
precedent whereby the Department has expressed its position on a 
conditional authorization without work having been done by the De- 
partment on that project ? ; 

Mr. Domrny. I think the only one that might be quite comparable 
is the one in your own State, Congressman Aspinall, on Curecanti. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That is right, but work has been done there by the 
Department. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. They have come up to the point of some kind of 
a report. 

Mr. Dominy. We had what we thought was an authorized project on 
one location, and when that one did not suit everybody, as you remem- 
ber, we got it authorized subject to final determination of other sites. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. I want the record to show that this is in a way 
comparable to the Curecanti unit of the Colorado storage and devel- 
opment project, but it does not compare favorably to it in that the 
attention that has been paid by the Bureau to the Curecanti was con- 
sidered before the conditional authorization. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. They are quite similar but, as you 
pointed out, the investigation up to this point on the Pacheco tunnel 
has been done by private engineers, as contrasted with the Bureau on 
Curecanti. 

Mr. Hosmer. You discussed the equitable allocation of costs be- 
tween the State and the Federal Government. Now those allocations 
in fact depend upon what the engineering designs look like and so forth 
after you have made them, which you have not at this time. Is that 
correct 

Mr. Dominy. That is quite correct. We do not know, for example 
the extent of the right-of-way requirements and the exact location o 
various features. 

Mr. Hosmer. I suppose it would be impossible at this moment to 
write into this bill how these costs were to be allocated any more defi- 
nitively than by using the term “equitable.” Is that about right? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, Mr. Hosmer. We think it would be undesirable 
to have spelled out in specific legislation a formula to arrive at this 
equitable apportionment. We think it is the kind of thing that can 
only be done over a period of time with the very closest examination 
by the two parties. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Baring. 

Mr. Barina. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I do not quite get the distinction between the 
State and the Federal project. Is it all one project? Is it a ques- 
tion of how much the State is going to pay toward the total cost? 
Isthat the question ? | 

Mr. Dominy. This thing started out with two separate projects— 
the Federal San Luis project as a separate unit of the Central Valley 
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project, and then the State, in developing its Feather River project 
plan, in an effort to move water into the metropolitan area south of 
the Tehachapis for municipal-industrial use and for irrigation pur- 
poses in Kern County developed its plan for the Feather River project, 

As the engineering and planning proceeded it became quite obvious 
to everyone that if the two plans were put together and built with total 
capacity large enough to accommodate the requirements of each for 
water, it could be done cheaper and more practically. That is wh 
this legislation would provide for the authorization of the San Luis 
unit and at the same time provide for the interconnection and combin. 
ing of the two capacities into engineering works to serve both purposes, 

Mr. Cnenoweru. It is, as a matter of fact, one project, then! 

Mr. Domriny. It is one project in a sense to provide two separate 
requirements and needs. 

Mr. CnuenowetH. How would this $290 million authorization be 
involved in the negotiation with the State? Would that be increased 
or decreased, and, if so, how much? 

Mr. Dominy. The Federal project cost in our judgment would be 
substantially decreased if an equitable cost sharing were provided and 
the two plans incorporated in the one engineering construction 
proposal. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Approximately how much ? 

Mr. Dominy. We are not prepared at this time to say in our studies, 
We could not give you any figure at this time that would be precise 
as to the saving. 

Mr. Curenowern. Is the report on the State project available? Has 
that been completed ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. The State project is in the planning stage. They have 
very definite engineering proposals as far as the main dam is concerned. 
But the remainder of their service area is tied in in their thinking 
with our San Luis project, and the final engineering work has not 
been done. 

Mr. CueNowern. Those interested in the San Luis project are very 
anxious to proceed as rapidly as they can. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Are you going to wait for the State to make up 
its mind or are you going ahead with the Federal project ? 

Mr. Dominy. The State has made up its mind, and I think before 
the week is out the committee will be impressed that the various inter- 
ests of California are together and want to proceed with the San 
Luis project and the State plan tied together in one engineering con- 
struction. 

Mr. Cuenowern. There will be just one construction project then! 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenowern. That isall. Thank you, Mr. Dominy. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uiman. Is the only change between H.R. 301 and H.R. 5687 
the addition of the new section ? 

Mr. Domrny. No, sir, Congressman Ullman, there are other changes. 
For example, the one part of the bill where I read that we wanted to 
amend it on line 12 through 18, page 2, of 301, that has been amended 
in H.R. 5687. It still does not incorporate the exact language which 
the Department report proposes and that is one of the things we need 
to give a little further thought to in getting a final departmental pos!- 
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tion on H.R. 5687. There still may be some requirements as far as the 

Department views if for some minor additional amendments to H.R. 
, that point. 

Me Unisex. You will probably want additional amendments plus 

those that are in H.R. 5687 ? ' | 

Mr. Domrny. It is entirely possible. I frankly feel that the changes 
otherwise in this H.R. 5687 were clarifying and desirable, and I doubt 
if there will be any question except on the possibly one element. 

Mr. Utuman. The only substantive amendment is the one you re- 
ferred to? ’ B 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. That was a substantive change. For ex- 
ample, it now says: 

Joint use facilities shall be constructed so as to permit future expansion or 
shall be constructed initially. 

In H.R. 301 it was “may” rather than “shall,” and the Depart- 
ment had recommended it be strengthened to provide more explicitly 
about the agreement with the State and Federal agency to equitably 
share the costs. That still is not provided for. Whether it remains 
an important issue will have to be read in the light of the total bill 
on the changes made. 

Mr. Utieman. Tell me, is there any precedent for the Federal Gov- 
ernment building a project where part of the water would be under 
the reclamation law and part of it would not be under reclamation 
law ? 

Mr. Dominy. I do not know of any projects that reclamation has 
participated in since 1902 that approaches it to the extent that this 
one does in bringing up that matter. We have recognized, however, 
over the whole history of reclamation law that water supplies avail- 
able prior to Federal construction were not, under the limitation of 
acreage limitations, for example, or other reclamation law, limited. 
We have always interpreted only that water which is provided or 
delivered through federally constructed works supplies under recla- 
mation law. 

Mr. Uttman. In this instance it would all be due to the Federal 
construction work. 

Mr. Dominy. To the extent that extra capacity is provided and 
the extra capacity is paid for on a share basis by the State on an 
equitable sharing as this bill would provide, it could be argued, I 
think, that that separates it entirely from the Federal project. And 
that is the thought that is conveyed here in this legislation. 

Mr. Uttman. I do not want to belabor that point. 

Is it your understanding that whatever additional cost will be in- 
volved will be taken care of by the State? In other words, our 
Federal expenditures will not be increased because of this feature? 

Mr. Dominy. As a matter of fact, Mr. Ullman, I am confident 
that, by sharing the cost of total capacity in one set of works for both 
purposes, the Federal cost will be decreased, beeause we do not pro- 
pose as equitable taking the full cost of the single-purpose features 
for the Federal participation and putting the extra capacity in only 
at the increased cost. 

Mr, Uttman, I want to say that here we are bargaining—and I 
have the greatest regard for my colleagues from the State of Cali- 
fornia—we are bargaining with the State of California and I per- 
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sonally am going to look to you to get at least an equal shake in the 
bargaining. But you are up against some real tough bargainers 
and you have to watch every move. I want to caution you to do that 
in proceeding under this bill. 

Mr. Dominy. I could not agree with you more, Congressman U]l- 
man, and we will be on our guard from the very start. 

Mr. Uniman. One more brief question. I am most interested ip 
recreation. I notice here you will construct minimum basic public 
recreational facilities that will be nonreimbursable. Do you know 
what this encompasses? Have you madea study? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, we know pretty well what that encompasses, 
But I call your attention to the fact that the departmental report 
as presented here carries with it the instructions from the Budget 
Bureau to recommend amendments to make that cost reimbursable 
which is generally the case on reclamation projects that have been 
built in the past. 

Mr. Utitman. As the witness knows, I am very much in favor of 
these costs being nonreimbursable. I have a bill in to this effect and 
I hope we will be able to change the policy of the Department in the 
future on these projects. You do not have a cost figure, though, on 
what these recreational facilities will be? 

Mr. Dominy. Our estimate now is about $101,000, for minimum basic 
facilities. 

Mr. Unttman. Which would be rather minimum. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. That would be the bare essentials of toilet 
facilities, access roads, and possibly a boat launching platform of 
some sort. 

Mr. Utitman. I would say I would be in favor of enlarging the 
expenditures for recreation at this time because I think recreational 
features are becoming more and more important each year. 

Mr. Dominy. That is certainly true. 

Mr. Utiman. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Morris, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, [ have one or two questions I would like 
to ask. 

One of them has to do with this recreation feature. You say the 
Bureau of the Budget is opposed to the funds being nonreimbursable. 
Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir; they have insisted that we report this. 

Mr. Morris. How does the Department of the Interior feel? Are 
they part of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Domrny. Sir; we are, of course, as you know, not an integral 
part of the Bureau of the Budget. In the Department of the Interior 
we recognize that on all Federal reclamation projects recreation is 
becoming of major significance. Asa matter of fact, I have mentioned 
to this committee before that some of the reclamation structures have 
annual visitations as great or greater than many of our national parks 
and it is big business. 

I think the Congress needs to seriously consider the problem in 
considering Mr. Ullman’s bill and perhaps give us a little guidance 
as to how this recreational thing should be considered. 


Mr. Morris. You are willing to be guided and advised on that point 
in other words? 


Mr. Dominy. Decidedly. 
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Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, a point of information. Does the Bu- 
reau of the Budget ever come down and testify in person, or do they 
just do it by letter ¢ 

Mr. Rocers. Let the chairman say this: The Bureau of the Budget 
does testify, as a matter of fact, before most of the committees. Asa 
matter of fact, we have had them before this committee on several oc- 
easions, but usually our connection with them is the letters we get or 
the reference we get in departmental letters that come up to this com- 
mittee with reference to what the Bureau of the Budget is thinking 
about. Sometimes those references occasion a situation that calls for 
bringing somebody in the Bureau of the Budget up here to testify, but 
not very often. 

Mr. Morris. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. With regard to these excess lands held by the Southern 
Pacific, is that provision of reclamation law still in effect where the 
Bureau of Reclamation appraises the land held in excess by any indi- 
vidual or corporation and then the land is sold at that price, and if it 
is sold at any price above that, half the money, I think, reverts to the 
Federal Treasury ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Actually, Congressman Morris, this would be under 
the Standard Reclamation Act, which would require appraisal of the 
lands by the Secretary at their current value without increment of 
the project. Now, we recognize that if we appraise lands in 1959 
and the project is not built until, say, 1965, that appraisal may have 
to be indexed up because their dryland value may be considerably 
different in 1965 than in 1959, still without benefit of the project. 

Mr. Morris. I understand. 

Mr. Dominy. Then, during the 10-year recordable contract period 
the lands may be subjugated to irrigation and may be in till with 
alfalfa crops or something like that, which has to be taken into ac- 
count, still without benefit from the project. 

The provision that they can be sold at more than the appraised 
value by paying half of the excess does not apply on excess lands. 
That provision we had in a number of our contracts—and the one I 
am sure you are thinking of is the Tucumeari Irrigation District—is 
that even where nonexcess lands were sold at greater than the ap- 
praised price, half of it had to be paid back to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

In the case of excess lands, if sold at greater than the approved 
price by the Secretary, then the lands become ineligible to receive 
water. So the plan was against the purchaser rather than against the 
seller. 

Mr. Morris. That is correct. That is one reason I want to ask 
about the status of that statute with regard to this project, because it 
isa penalty against the person who buys the land, and it does not hurt 
the person who sells the land but the individual who buys it. 

r. Rogers. It creates a situation of caveat emptor. 

Mr. Langen, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lancen. Just one question or two. I notice that the project 
provides water for irrigation for municipal, domestic use, as well as 
recreation, fish and wildlife, and soon. I do not recall anyone stating 
the need or the demand for municipal and domestic use of water. Is 
there a large need in that field ? 
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Mr. Domriny. The State portion of this combined plan that we have 
been discussing this morning, Congressman Langen, does hinge con- 
siderably on the demand for municipal- industrial water. The Fed- 
eral plan is for irrigation primarily, although we have some munici- 
pal-industrial use. “As a matter of fact, when I gave the $284 million 
a moment ago as the reimbursement of the Federal investment, that 
was from irrigation and we figure about $5 million will be repaid on 
the Federal project from municipal and industrial water in addition, 

3ut the major part of the Federal plan is for irrigation. 

Mr. Lancen. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpickx. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. Dominy, I have a few questions that I want to 
ask. One is with regard to the language on page 2 which has been 
referred to earlier, and that is with ‘reference to the reclam: ation law 
applying except so far as the provisions are inconsistent with this 
act. I wonder if you would be good enough to document. or list. those 
situations that you think would be inconsistent under this act! 

Mr. Dominy. Very well, Mr. Chairman, we will be glad to submit 
that to the committee. 

Mr. Rogers. You could not do that now ? 

Mr. Domriny. The only thing that I personally feel would separate 
this bill from a regular reclamation project authorization would in- 
volve the joint-use “facility and the fact that the lands irrigated from 
the State portion of the joint proposal would not come under reclama- 
tion law. I do not know of any other reason to bring in that prey 
lar language in this bill. There may be others and I will be glad to 
check with our Solicitor’s Office to make sure that there is not any- 
thing else we have reference to here. 

Mr. Roce ers. I think it of primary importance, because I can see 
some things in this language that I think perhaps have not been 
anticipated, I think if the Solicitor could draft some language pin- 
pointing the possible inconsistencies and making exceptions in those 

cases alone, it might be better because this language is sort of a Mother 
Hubbard—it covers everything, touches nothing, and creates a situa- 
tion where I can see troubles arising in other situations later, that is, 
in the implication of some other provisions of the Reclamation Act, 
because it is a general repeal by reverse language actually. 

Mr. Domriny. It is my own personal opinion “that. section 6 pro- 
vides a specific legal basis of proceeding as we desire without any 
general language such as you are requesting, but there may be some- 
thing I have over looked. I would like to check it. 

Mr. Rogers. That is one of the things that has me disturbed. When 
you get, into statutory construction and you have an expression of 
limitation, that limitation is very rigid. But when you have two 
situations, one restricting and the other r a general opening up of the 
situation, I think under the rules of construction the general language 
would prob: ibly take precedence over the restricted language i in every- 
thing except what the restricted language actually applies to. That is 
the thing that scares me about it. 

I do think the Solicitor and Mr. Sisk and other authors of the bills 
ought to be seriously considering that point, because I think it is very 
important. As you know, Mr. Dominy, there have been a number of 
instances in which there has been a conflict with relation to the opera- 
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tion and maintenance of reclamation projects that would be incon- 
sistent with the reclamation law, that is, matters that have been in- 
sisted upon by the State. 

One case in particular I have in mind is where it was necessary for 
us to go back to the legislature in Texas and get an amendment in the 
authorization law in order to comply with the Federal project. I 
think we ought to be careful about it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rocurs. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. For the purpose of clarifying the record, I would like 
to state that the concept before us is not one of a combined Federal 
and State operation, but of the joint use of a particular piece of real 
estate. Insofar as the two projects are concerned, they are two entirely 
different projects operated by two entirely different governmental 
agencies, yet cooperating with each other because, necessarily, they are 
existing and carrying on in the same space. 

It is more or less like a highway. You may have a State vehicle 
going down the highway and at the same time a truck subject to the 
Interstate Commerce provisions, one operating under the requirements 
of the State law and the other operating under the requirements of 
Federal law, and each using the same physical facility. That I think 
is essentially what we are doing here, and the language, so far as we 
have been able to do so, has tried to spell that particular separate con- 
cept of State and Federal operation out. 

Mr. Rocrrs. That is the situation, Mr. Hosmer, I have in mind, 
because I think this: Unless the language in the bill is in very clear 
and unambiguous terms, it could result in detriment to the State and 
possibly detriment to the reclamation law as well. I do not think 
anyone wants to do that. 

It could also be a situation creating a precedent that would be very 
hard to argue against in future situations where people might ask for 
thesame treatment. 

Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to this specific language which we 
are discussing—“except so far as the provisions thereof are incon- 
sistent with this act”—that, of course, has been in all of the bills I 
have introduced on the San Luis project during the last three Con- 
gresses, including this one. It is my understanding that this language 
appears in almost every authorization bill of a reclamation project 
over the last 30 or 40 years. If that is not correct, then certainly I 
think the language should be changed. 

That is the point that I want to bring out, because it is my under- 
standing that we spell out in no uncertain detail in this bill that the 
Federal part of this project and all Federal facilities as such require 
compliance with reclamation law in every aspect, so far as antispecula- 
tions provisions or the 160-acre limitation, and so on. Is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. I have no hesitancy in assuring the commit- 
tee that that was the intent of the framers of this act. There are a 
number of elements that I am sure gave reason for this type of a dis- 
claimer here. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it not a fact that on every project that is authorized 
under reclamation law, whether it was the Shasta project, the upper 
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Colorado project, the Ventura project, or any other project, in each 
instance there are specific provisions that are necessary to make that 
project adaptable to the need in the area? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. And that this is simply a disclaimer which takes care of 
the adaptability of the project need, but in nowise is to be interpreted 
as exempting from general application of the law, and certainly not 
the antispeculation provision. That has been my understanding. If 
I am incorrect, I wish to be corrected and I certainly will agree with 
the chairman that we do not want to do anything in this act that wil] 
leave any loopholes with reference to setting a precedent which might 
repeal a part of the basic reclamation law. 

Mr. Domriny. I agree fully with what Congressman Sisk has said, 
I also want to reaffirm that this is not unusual language, because fre- 
quently we do get legislation that comports with reclamation law 
except as modified in a specific project planning report, which is part 
of the legislative history, for example. 

I am sure all this was attempting to do was to clear up these areas 
that differ somewhat by reason of this joint activity involved. And 
Mr. Hosmer has certainly stated that joint activity in better words 
than I have used here this morning. It is also to take care of the fact 
that we provide here for operation by the State, which is unusual—] 
think we probably could do it under reclamation law, 1 am not sure. 
We transfer operation of facilities to irrigation districts and other 
State agencies, so I would think we probably could transfer the 
operations toa State. But that would clear up any problems of that 
sort. I think that is the reason the language was included. 

Mr. Rogers. Let me say to the gentleman from California, my fear 

yas not brought about by something I thought the State of California 
and the Federal Government might do in this sort of a situation but 
it was generated by what the courts might do based on some of the 
recent experiences we have had. I think it is highly important in 
all legislation that it be spelled out so there cannot be any mistake 
made. 

Even with that, I can cite some cases that the Supreme Court has 
acted upon where they completely reversed the expressed intention 
of Congress and did it very well all right, but they sure had to go 
around the mountain to get the language to do it. 

Mr. Dominy. I understand the chairman’s concern, and we will 
pinpoint exactly those elements that are involved here. 

Mr. Rocers. I think whatever is done ought to be included in the 
report. 

Mr. Dominy, one other thing to get my mind clear on it. Is the 
cost involved in this entire project as talked about in the bill around 
$290 million ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. That is the Federal cost of the San Luis 
project as we define it, absent the distribution and drainage systems. 
Someone is going to have to put about another $192 million additional 
which will have to be expended for the distribution and drainage 
facilities to serve the 490,000 acres of land water under the Federal 
plan. 

Mr. Rogers. Of what does the State project consist ? ! 

Mr. Dominy. The State project consists of the Feather River pro)- 
ect which includes a large storage facility on the Feather River, plus 
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canals and pumping plants and a storage reservoir to move that 
water south into Kern County for irrigation and across the Teha- 
chapis, largely for municipal-industrial purposes. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe the State project you are talking about amounts 
to about $114 billion, if the gentleman is referring to the State’s 
part of the cost of the overall Feather River project. 

Mr. Rogers. That is the thing I do not want to get confused. We 

t the figures all mixed up when we talk about the State contribut- 
ing something. I want to find out how much it is and how it is going 
to be contributed, because we are going to be asked these questions if 
this bill gets to the floor. 

What I am thinking about is this: The cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment, as I understand it, of the Federal unit of the San Luis is 
around $290 million. What is the approximate or proposed cost of 
the State San Luis project ? 

Mr. Dominy. The Federal project, feature by feature, adds up to 
290,430,000. If that same Pmt were built to accommodate the 
State use of the reservoir and the canals and the pumping plants, as 
Mr. Hosmer so aptly put it a moment ago, it would bring that same 
plan up to $480 million, our current estimate. 

Mr. Re «ERS. $480 million? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. How much of the $290 million would be in the realm 
of the State project ? 

Mr. Dominy. I do not know, Congressman Rogers, that I can 
answer that question. As I see it if we, after negotiating with the 
State, determine that our separate costs would be $290 million and 
their separate costs for getting the water to the same point in com- 
pleting their more elaborate plan, would come, let us say, to $300 
million, I do not know how much combining the costs would reduce 
our $290 million. Our capacity is still going to be in there and I do 
not know how much it would reduce their costs by combining. That 
is what we would have to work out by very, very elaborate negotia- 
tions. That is where we get to this equity. 

Mr. Rogers. Not only in construction, but, as I understand, in 
operation and maintenance, because they are using the San Luis 
Canal. 

Mr. Domrny. That all would have to be taken into account. 

Mr. Rogers. How far along is the State project at the present 
time ? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Bellport, would you answer that ? 

Mr. Beturorr. Mr. Rogers, the State has done a considerable 
amount of engineering work on it. The concept of this combined 
project is fairly well along in their thinking. We have come to an 
agreement with them on the figures that Mr. Dominy used of the 
combined cost of over $480 million. 

We have had a number of meetings with them to discuss the pos- 
sible equitable ways to distribute these costs or segregate these costs, 
and so far we are not far enough into the planning of it to really 
know where we are. But they have a pretty firm plan. Neither one 
of us has actually located the canal on the ground at this time. This 
is strictly in the planning stage, both their project and ours. 
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Mr. Rocgers. Of course, the thing that I am driving at, I think if 
we can get it worked out where we can have some kind of definitiye 
language we can explain this on, it is much better, because we are 
going to run into all of those questions on the floor of the House ag 
you well know we have many times before. I think if we would get 
some more information on it, it would be very good. 

I have a few other questions. I am going to ask unanimous consent 
for the committee to sit this afternoon. It will be about 2:30 before 
we can start. Could you come back then, Mr. Dominy ? 

Mr. Dominy. We have a commitment. Mr. Rogers, to go before the 
Senate committee at 2 o’clock on the San Luis project, It is meeting 
this morning on a number of other projects and has arranged to hold 
a meeting this afternoon specifically on the San Luis project. 

Mr. Roerrs. How long do you think you will be over there? 

Mr. Dominy. I do not have ay good basis for judgment. I sys. 
pect an hour or so. 

Mr. Rogers. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rocers. If for some reason they do not have the hearing this 
afternoon, due to the fact they have scheduled you, there are some 
questions I think the Department ought to answer in this report, 
So let us see what happens this afternoon. 

Mr. Domrny. May I leave it that we will come directly here the 
minute we are through, and if you want us to come back on, we will 
be available. 

Mr. Rogers. Check with the staff when you get through. It may 
be too late. 

Mr. Dominy. The minute we get through we will check with the 
staff. 

Mr. Rogers. All Members of the Congress who are interested in 
this project will be permitted to insert ‘their remarks immediately 
following the remarks of Mr. Gubser this morning in the rec ‘ord. 

If there is no other business at this time, we will stand in recess 
until tomorrow morning at 9:45. 

(Whereupon, at 11 50 a. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, March 17, 1959.) 
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SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 


TUESDAY, MARCH 17, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON LN TERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of the bills pending be- 
fore it yesterday to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California, to enter 
into an agreement with the State of California with respect. to the 
construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

We heard Members of Congress yesterday and there is one that did 
not get to come over yesterday. He is with us this morning, the Hon- 
orable Harold T. Johnson of California. 

Mr. Johnson, the Chair will recognize you now for what remarks 
you want to make. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD T. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jounson. Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, it has been my privilege to introduce companion legislation 
submitted by my colleague, Congressman b. F. Sisk, which would au- 
thorize construction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley proj- 
ect. The San Luis unit would be fully integrated financially and 
physically with the other features of the Central Valley project. 

I should like to make my remarks as brief as possible. Historically, 
irrigation of lands on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley asa part 
of the Central V alley project has been discussed for many years. 
Plans for the San Luis Reservoir were shown on maps prepared by 
the Bureau of Reclamation published in August 1949 as Senate Doc- 
wnent 113 of the 8ist Congress, first session. 

Since that time, as a member of the State senate, I have been closely 
connected with discussions as to whether the State or the Federal Gov- 
ernment should construct the San Luis features of the Central Valley 
project and how these features might be constructed so they will be 
coordinated closely with the State's efforts in meeting California’s 
rapidly growing water needs. 
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In my opinion this legislation meets the bulk of the objections that 
have been raised on various proposals and it permits the Federal Goy. 
ernment and the State to go ahead with a much needed part of the 
Central Valley project. 

Without the San Luis Canal and Reservoir with its distribution 
works, water will continue to waste into the Pacific Ocean through San 
Francisco Bay, while a relatively few miles to the south in one of 
California’s fertile agricultural regions, the ground-water table wil] 
continue to drop because of overpumping. 

In addition, lower ground-water tables have hit strata resulting in 
high salt content of the water which limits the type of crop that can 
be grown. 

One’s first reaction might be, stop pumping and let the ground 
water recharge. This solution is utterly impractical. We should not 
overlook the fact that it was in this area on the west side of San Joa- 
quin Valley that individual operators invested their own money and 

ut otherwise desert land into production to help the war effort. 

{any small farmers were able, through pumping, to put this land into 
production with fast growing population not only of the State but 
of the Nation. It is only wise resource use to help this area grow 
properly and diversify its agricultural economy. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of the San Luis project in 
meeting the requirements of areas critically in need of a water supply. 
This feature is a key in the State’s water development program. 

Functionally, it will provide off-stream storage for unregulated 
flow of water through the delta and for conserving water which other- 
wise, because of the lack of canal, must waste into the sea. 

In addition, the San Luis unit will not only provide a supply of 
water for the thirsty lands in western Merced, Fresno, and Kings 
Counties but also, as a joint venture with the State of California, it 
will make possible in the future water supplies for Kern County and 
southern California. 

Provisions of the bill pertaining to Federal-State cooperation in 
financing, constructing, and operating the project are unique. The 
various agencies of the State and Federal Government have reported 
on the advisability of such cooperation to achieve in this instance 
optimum development. 

They also have reported that the proposed bill will accomplish sue- 
cessful joint Federal-State venture. Constructed immediately as a 
joint venture, substantial savings and the greatest possible benefits 
will result. 

In developing the water resources of the State, there can be no 
doubt that Federal assistance will be required. The joint venture 
proposed will be of financial advantage to the taxpayers of the State 
and the United States. It also will provide an excellent means for 
the United States to cooperate with the State in water development. 
Cooperation of this kind should be encouraged. 

My bill basically is the same as S. 1884, introduced during the last 
session of the Congress and passed by the Senate. It was endorsed 
by the Governor in his special water message delivered to the Califor: 
nia Legislature on January 22, 1959. In connection with the San 
Luis project, the Governor stated : 


In the past few weeks bills have been introduced by Senators Engle and 
Kuchel and Congressman Sisk and Johnson to authorize Federal participation 
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in the San Luis project. I will do everything in my power to insure the passage 
of these bills. I see in them a reasonable compromise of the intrastate con- 
flicts which have been a roadblock to this vital project. We must not allow 
disputes within the California family to delay us further. 

Mr. Rocrers. We are glad to have you testify and to have your 
remarks. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. ‘The committee is highly honored this morning to have 
with us his honor, the Governor of California. I know that everyone 
here will be happy to hear what he has to say. 1 want to introduce 
avery able member of this committee, Mr. Sisk of California, to intro- 
duce the Governor. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It certainly is an honor 
for me this morning to have this opportunity. 

Yesterday we heard Mr. Dominy declare that California has made 
up its mind about its water program. He predicted that before 
the week was out the committee would be impressed by the State’s 
determination to tie the various threads of San Luis together in one 
construction project. 

Today we have with us the distinguished Governor of California, 
who already has won acclaim in the State for the forceful yet care- 
fully considered moves he has made to implement the California 
water plan. I think that what Governor Brown and his associates 
have to say will convince you of one thing: We've stopped slinging 
mud in California and are ready to start moving dirt. 

Governor Brown promised that if elected he would bend all his 
efforts to breaking a 2-year water deadlock between the north and 
south, and to getting construction started. He received a mandate 
from the voters. Although he has been in office less than 3 months, 
he has taken a number of major steps toward that goal and in my 
opinion he is going to follow through to success in what he has set 
forth to do. 

In the last 2 weeks the California congressional delegation, the 
Governor and his representatives and local interests have reached 
agreements none of us would have thought possible a year or 2 ago. 
California appears before you today presenting a united front. 

The San Luis Reservoir site can handle water for both the Federal 
irrigation project in the district I represent and the State’s north- 
south transmission system. We have already heard testimony to that 
effect. Now we are going to hear how the State plans to negotiate 
and finance its share of the bargain. 

Passage of this bill by the Congress will, in my opinion, be the 
wind that whips up a mighty wave of water progress in California. 
It will open the floodgates, figuratively, and lead to the harnessing 
of waste waters, literally. 

This project offers as fine an opportunity for State and Federal 
cooperation in the full development of a natural resource as I believe 
we on this committee will ever see. 

Now it is my pleasure to introduce an Irishman who considered 
this hearing important enough to forego his ceremonial St. Patrick’s 
Day duties with scarcely a begorra, the Governor of the State of 
California, the Honorable Edmund G. (Pat) Brown. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EDMUND G. BROWN, GOVERNOR OF CALI. 
FORNIA, ACCOMPANIED BY HARVEY 0. BANKS, CALIFORNIA 
STATE DIRECTOR, WATER RESOURCES, AND RALPH M. BRODY, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE GOVERNOR 
ON WATER PROBLEMS 


Governor Brown. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sisk, and members of the 
committee 

Mr. Rocers. May I interrupt, you just a minute to tell you, you 
may surround yourself with whatever associates you would like, 

Governor Brown. All right. I need a couple of experts on these 
things. 

This is Mr. Harvey Banks, the director of the department of water 
resources in the State of California, and this is Mr. Ralph Brody, 
who is the deputy director and my special counsel on all water mat- 
ters. The two of them have been working like Trojans in California 
to bring about some unity in the State in connection with these very 
tough sectional water problems. ¥ 

My major mission is to make clear the urgency of your approval 
of the great San Luis Dam and Reservoir project as a combined Fed- 
eral-State undertaking. 

You gentlemen don’t have to be told again that the whole future 
of the State of California depends on sound development of its water 
resources as soon as possible. The San Luis Dam and Reservoir proj- 
ect is central to such development. 

You have been told in the past in impressive detail of what it will 
mean to the thirsty farmlands south and west of the reservoir. I 
want you to know that it is just as important to the great metro- 
politan areas of southern California. 

The water from the huge Feather River and Delta Diversion Proj- 
ects in northern California will flow down through the San Joaquin 
Valley into the San Luis Reservoir, and it is from San Luis, its 
pumping stations and main canal that a great State-constructed cen- 
tral aqueduct will carry the water south over the Tehachapi Moun- 
tains to Los Angeles and San Diego. 

Of the total capital outlay of $400 million for the joint use facil- 
ities, the United States would invest only 40 percent and the State 
would pay the remaining 60 percent during construction. No State 
has ever made a comparable proposal. 

Of course, this 40 percent that the Federal Government expends 
will be an expansion of the present Central Valley system in Cali- 
fornia. 

The State already has commenced the acquisition of lands for the 
reservoir site. And in my budget, which I have submitted to the 
California Legislature, the funds are provided to complete this acqui- 
sition. 

I am asking you to pledge the necessary Federal participation. 
Together, the Federal and State Governments will then be on the 
way to another great water system as important as the Central Valley 
project, which has proved such a great investment for the U.S. Gov- 
ernment and for the people that occupy that land that is now getting 
that water. 
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I want to emphasize, and very quickly, just three points, and per- 
haps the first is the most important. 

For the first time in these long discussions with which many of 
you are most familiar, Californians come before you united, offering 
a single plan with unanimous support. 

In conferences during the last two weeks, representatives of the 
Westlands Water District, the Metropolitan Water District of South- 
ern California, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the 
State Farm Bureau Federation, and Kern County interests have 
worked with my administration and the authors of this legislation to 
remove potential sources of conflict. The bill before you reflects the 
minor amendments to which all concerned have agreed. 

My second point has to do with the urgency for prompt action. 
Time has become an increasingly important factor. In the proposed 
Federal service area on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley there 
is right now a pressing need for water. Waiter users organizations 
have been formed and stand ready to contract for the water to be 
made available from San Luis. 

In addition, and equally important, an early start on construction 
is needed in order to phase the San Luis project into the State’s 
proposed aqueduct system to carry on to southern California. 

In order to do the complete job, and do it in time, we must have 
Federal assistance. It must be done now in order to complete the 
necessary construction by the time the situation will become critical 
in the southern part of the State. 

California is only a decade away from being the most populous 
State in the Union. Only immediate and rapid action to meet its 
water problems will support the requirements of the hundreds of 
thousands who come to our State each year. 

The third point I wish to call to your attention with special force 
and clarity is that the State itself is launching an unprecedented 
water development program of its own. We know that we cannot 
and should not depend entirely on the Federal Government. 

I hope and I expect that the State of California will commit itself 
to invest more than $1 billion in the next 25 years over and above the 
Federal programs to insure adequate statewide water development. 
The State is now in the process of earmarking a $170 million invest- 
ment fund for these purposes. 

And this investment find, gentlemen of the committee, I might tell 
you comes from the offshore oil royalties and bonuses that we have 
gotten as a result of offering that offshore oil on bids. 

What we want to do is to take this one natural resource, oil, which 
we are exhausting, and put it into another natural resource, water, 
and that is why I have asked the legislature to commit an entire fund, 
with the exception of $15 million which we are using for beaches and 

arks and other natural resources, to the water development in our 

tate. 

I am confident the voters will approve a bond issue which will 
finance the remainder of the cost. I say that because this will be a bi- 
oe proposition. Bills are being introduced by Democrats and 

publicans in the State legislature to try to avoid in any way any 
partisanship in what we are trying to do. 
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In addition to that, we are trying to get every section of the State 
to go along with us in that connection. 

No State has ever launched so great a water program. California 
recognizes, however, that it cannot do the job alone. The joint venture 
at San Luis represents, I believe, the best example of a proper method 
for Federal-State action in water resources dev elopment. 

I will leave with you—I think I have another copy—the message 
I delivered to the Legislature of California in person late in January 
where I set forth the whole program in some detail. 

I have with me, as you see, on my left and right, Mr. Banks and 
Mr. Brody, and they will be available to answer any questions that 
I cannot. 


I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you, and I do hope 
that we will be able to move ahead this year in this great water 
development project. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Governor Brown. It is an honor to have 
you here and hear your views on the subject that I think is becom. 
ing more important in all sections of the United States today, 

Even in the Eastern part of the country, which never suffe red from 
the lack of water, people are beginning to realize it will not be long 
until programs of this type will be ne eded. 

For the purposes of the record, with reference to your message to 
the Legislature of Californa, do you desire that be included in the 
record ? 

Governor Brown. Yes, I do, but I will have to make it available 
to you. I did not bring it this morning. We will have it available 
today for you. 

Mr. Rogers Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows: 9 


SPECIAL WATER MESSAGE BY Gov. EDMUND G. BROWN BEFORE A JOINT SESSION 
OF THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE IN SACRAMENTO, JANUARY 22, 1959 


-—-) 


May I first of all thank you for your courtesy in arranging this joint session 
of the legislature. I have asked to come here today, under these extraordinary 
circumstances, so that we can meet together as the single voice of all the people 
of California. I have come to present a water program which I believe is ra- 
tional, realistic, and responsive to the needs of all the people of California. 

Our State is magnificently varied in its resources, its scenery, its industry, and 
its people. Providence, as I said in my inaugural message, seems intent on mak- 
ing us a great people in a great State. 

Yet, in spite of our great endowment, it has become the fashion in recent years 
to dwell on our water problems as being awesome and impossibly complicated. 
We have brooded over the expense and become lost in a forest of fear. In prior 
sessions of the legislature, the result has been delay and frustration. 

This stalemate must come to an end. If we take courage and put our fears 
behind us, we can replace narow, sectional differences with confident, pioneering 
leadership. This the people of California demand and deserve. 

It is not the lack of water which creates the problem we meet to discuss. In- 
deed, the average runoff exceeds our requirements by a safe margin. 

The core of our problem is distribution. We do not have enough water when 
and where we need it. We have too much water when and where we do not 
need it. Thus it is obvious that we must build dams to capture water which 
would otherwise escape, and we must build canals and aqueducts to transport 
the water we have saved to the communities where it is needed. 

To accomplish these vital tasks, our State has a great natural advantage. The 
physical setting of the delta of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers is a 
gift from nature that we have never fully appreciated. 
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Above the delta we have both a supply of water and the sites to store it. 
Within the delta, we have the natural point of convergence. When we wish to 
export water to an area of need lying to the south, the delta can serve as the 

}, or, if you please, as the tap from which the water can flow. 

Every year there are 3 million acre-feet of water in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta which are not being used. At present, the water goes wasting 
out to sea through the Golden Gate. We must build the facilities for offstream 
storage and move this water to areas where it is urgently needed. Unless we 
save this surplus water, we waste a precious natural resource and fail the people 
of our State. 

We should remember that we store water not alone for future use, but also to 
avoid flood damage. To protect human life and valuable property, we must 
arrest our rivers in their headlong rush to the sea. Because the Federal Gov- 
ernment contributes funds for flood control, we must impress the Congress with 
our urgent needs. We will also have to provide State funds to insure that flood 
control projects will be available for multipurpose use—not simply for flood 
control. ' 

From our water development program, we should also create new sources of 
electrical energy. An ample supply of low-cost power is absolutely essential to 
our industrial future and to the needs of all our people. The State, too, will 
need an enormous amount of power to operate the pumps which are required to 
carry the water from areas of surplus to areas of need. 

Fortunately, the extra cost of adding power facilities to our water projects is 
small in relation to the cost of the projects and small in relation to the resulting 
penefits. In addition, revenues from the sale of power enable us to furnish 
water and other benefits to deserving areas of our economy which cannot pay the 
total cost of water. As an example, I cite the Central Valley project, where 
the production of power has benefited our whole economy. 

In planning our water projects, we must give a high priority to recreation and 
to the development of our fish and wildlife resources. As our population grows 
and our leisure time increases, recreation requires added recognition as a 
beneficial use of water. Projects developed for recreational purposes provide 
our people with wholesome diversion and a happier and fuller life. At the same 
time, they stimulate the growth of portions of our State where recreation is the 
primary industry. 

Against the background of these general observations, I propose the following 
program for water development: 

First. I propose that this session of the legislature appropriate $38 million 
from the investment fund to start on a construction program. It is time to start 
moving dirt and stop throwing mud. This is the beginning of a positive program 
for water development. In considering the $38 million appropriation, I want to 
emphasize that the major costs of water projects are eventually repaid from 
revenues received from water and power users. 

Second. I propose that we commit the entire investment fund to water develop- 
ment. This fund is unique in that it was built up through the depletion of a 
great natural resource, our offshore oil. I am determined that it shall be 
dedicated to the development of another precious resource, our water. 

Third. I propose that in 1960 we authorize a general obligation bond issue in 
the neighborhood of $500 million to complete the program outlined in this 
message. To all of you, I pledge that I will fight to obtain adeqaute financing 
to complete the great aqueduct south. And to all of you, I pledge that I will 
fight to obtain adequate financing to provide the other facilities throughout the 
State necessary to meet the needs of our people. 

Fourth. We must encourage the Federal Government to finance water projects 
designed for navigation, flood control, and irrigation. Considering the condition 
of our budget, it is plain nonsense to resist Federal aid. I am glad to see that 
the old hostility to Federal funds is now mellowing. We should use Federal aid 
wherever we can, but we must also remember that we have our own responsibil- 
ities in the development of our water resources. 

Fifth. We should undertake the development of our water resources on a 
comprehensive statewide basis. Local agencies, of course, must be encouraged 
to move ahead with those projects which have a primarily local impact. Yet, I 
am convinced that there must be an integrated statewide development of the 
massive works which affect many communities. Only thus can we prevent 
duplication and waste. Only thus can we avoid Balkanizing our State into 
competing water provinces. 
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Sixth. Many of the principles now applicable to the operation of utilities shoulq 
guide us in the development of our State water resources. Thus, we shoul¢ 
recognize our obligation to insure that water will be available to meet the proper 
demands of every part of the State. As in the case of a utility, we should be 
able to enlarge our facilities to bring more water into the delta pool and recover 
the cost from the system as a whole. Moreover, just as the first man to get q 
telephone does not enjoy a lower rate, so those who are first served by State 
water projects should not have a privileged status. 

As long as the legislature sits to guide our water development, we can be 
certain that the system will be completed and administered in fairness and equity, 
Those who would doubt this are questioning, not the water program, but rather 
the fundamental basis of democratic government. 

In explaining this program, I have made no attempt to answer every con- 
ceivable question or satisfy all extremists. In addition, I have put to one side 
the question of a constitutional amendment. After long thought, I have cop. 
cluded that an amendment is not necessary to an affirmative water program, 
Beyond that, I have found that there is no general agreement on what the con- 
tents of such an amendment should be. I am not hostile to an amendment and 
I am not closing the door on one. But I am convinced that our positive program 
of water development should not be delayed by further frustrating debate over 
the terms of a constitutional amendment. 

Now let us look at the main points of the $38 million construction program 
which I propose for this year. 

The great aqueduct system from the delta to the south is a key to pressing 
problems of water supply. By carrying water to southern California the aqueduct 
will supply the area where the human need is the greatest. On the way southward, 
the aqueduct system will also serve areas of critical water shortage. 

I urge you to appropriate $10.7 million to enable us to start at both ends of 
this great aqueduct system; $1.8 million would be for aqueduct rights-of-way 
from the delta to the San Luis Reservoir site; $3.8 million would be for the 
rights-of-way from San Luis to southern Kern County; and $3.3 million would 
be for rights-of-way for the aqueduct system into southern California. 

The remaining $2.3 million would be used to complete the acquisition of the 
San Luis Reservoir site. This will provide an important portion of the State's 
share of the joint San Luis project. I am determined that the dam at San Luis 
shall now be constructed to its full height so that we can store 2.1 million acre-feet 
in the reservoir. 

In the past few days bills have been introduced by Senators Engle and Kuchel 
and Congressmen Sisk and Johnson to authorize Federal participation in the 
San Luis project. I will do everything in my power to insure the passage of 
these bills. I see in them a reasonable compromise of the intrastate conflicts 
which have been a roadblock to this vital project. We must not allow dis- 
putes within the California family to delay us further. 

There is also a vital need for a south bay aqueduct to bring water from the 
delta to Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and portions of northern Santa 
Clara County. I am asking you to appropriate $7.9 million for rights-of-way 
and for initial construction of this facility. 

The units proposed for immediate construction will serve the Livermore 
Valley and the Niles Cone area where fresh water is urgently needed to prevent 
sea water encroachment into the underground basin. When Santa Clara 
representatives have completed their studies, the south bay aqueduct can be 
extended to northern Santa Clara County. 

The department of water resources has recommended that water service to 
southern Santa Clara, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties should be pro- 
vided by a Pacheco Pass route. I will urge the Bureau of Reclamation to ac- 
celerate its studies as to the feasibility of serving these areas as part of the 
Federal Central Valley project. 

The use of the delta as a collecting pool will require the construction of 
works to guard against sea water encroachment in the westerly portion of the 
delta. We are well aware of the hydraulic problems of the delta and the com- 
plex questions regarding water rights in that area. The department of water 
resources has been studying this matter for a long time and, remarkably 
enough, there appears to be a relatively inexpensive physical solution. By 
April 1, when these studies will be completed, I expect to ask an appropriation 
to begin the initial work for bringing fresh water to the threatened delta areas 
and thus also to permit increased diversions from the delta. 

Let us now turn to consider facilities above the delta. 
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There are, of course, also areas in need of water which cannot be served 
from the delta. For example, Sierra Valley in Plumas and Sierra € ne ie 
ritically short of water necessary to support its agricultural economy. To 
7 vide service for this area, I will ask for $2.4 million for rights-of-w ay 
po construction of upstream features of the Feather River unit. The principal 
one of these would be Frenchman Reservoir. ; a pe ett 

[ will also ask for the appropriation of $11.9 million for construc tion 0 1e 
combination railroad and highway bridge over the west branch of the F eather 
River. The bridge will enable us to use the new high-speed highway which is 
peing completed this year. i.) ; : ; 

A board of consulting engineers is conducting a study to determine whether 
construction on the Feather River should be started at Bidwell Bar instead of 
Oroville. On this technical question, I intend to aceept the judgment of the 
department of water resources after it has had the benefit of the study which 
will be completed on February 1. I will then ask for funds to carry forward 
this major work on the Feather River which is vitally necessary for flood 

3 
ee now turn to consider additional flood control works. I will ask for 
$7.3 million as the State’s share of the Black Butte project presently under 
construction on Stony Creek in Tehama County. I will also ask for $6.4 million 
for the State’s share of the New Hogan Reservoir on the Calaveras River. 
Since the 1958 legislature appropriated $10 million of this amount, only $3.7 
million in new money is involved. 

Just today I learned that Federal funds for New Hogan Dam were not in- 
cluded in the President’s budget which was submitted to Congress this week. 
This action takes us completely by surprise since funds for final design were 
included in last year’s Federal budget. I intend to join with our congressional 
delegation in strongly urging the restoration of funds to construct this vitally 
needed flood control project. I think we will succeed and, for that reason, I 
remain firm in my recommendation that you appropriate the State’s share of 
this project. 

Black Butte and New Hogan are multipurpose projects, which are urgently 
needed for flood control, but are not immediately required for water conserva- 
tion in their local areas. The flood control benefits will be paid for by the United 
States. If the State will assure repayment to the United States for the con- 
servation features, we can move forward with these construction projects. Since 
the State’s entire financial obligation will be eventually repaid from the sale 
of water made available by these projects, I urge their approval now. 

We must also bend our efforts to develop an economical means of obtaining 
fresh water from the ocean. Therefore, I request an appropriation of $1.6 mil- 
lion for use in cooperation with the United States in the construction of a sea 
water conversion plant. This plant, which will probably be located in southern 
California, will include a nuclear reactor as a source of energy. 

Authorize construction of the Auburn, Buchanan and Hidden Dams and 
the Folsom Canals; 

Appropriate approximately $60 million for flood control construction and 
$70 million for reclamation in the State next year ; and 

Take the necessary steps to insure that water can be delivered in the 
Sacramento Valley canals area. 

Further, I will urge the Federal Government to construct the power features 
of the Trinity Division and distribute the power in accordance with existing 
Federal law. The State itself will purchase a large volume of Trinity power to 
operate the pumps for its water projects. I am firmly opposed to the suggested 
partnership arrangement. Such an arrangement would deny to the State the 
preference that public agencies are now granted by Federal law. 

I also intend to press for the enactment by Congress of the Engle-Kuchel bill 
which would permit low-cost Federal loans for irrigation features of projects 
which are primarily municipal and industrial in character. 

In this broad statement I have emphasized the first and immediate steps that 
we lust take. But in our long-range plans for water development, we must 
and we will give thought to the future facilities that will undoubtedly be needed 
as our State grows. These will include additional local projects, expansion of 
the aqueduct systems, new works in the delta, master drains for the Central 
Valley, and, at the proper time, importation of water from the Hel River system 
and other streams of the north coastal area. 

By all these recommendations, I have sought to bring the forward force of 
responsible liberalism to the specific problem of water. As I conclude, I would 
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emphasize that our problem lies, not so much in the control and use of our rivers 
as in ourselves. Let us resolve to prove that we are one State, one people, ang 
that we can produce one good water program. Let us grow with the strength of 
unity, as we begin to full our destiny of greatness. 
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Mr. Rocrers. Governor Brown, there are just one or two questions 
that I would like to clear up in my own mind. 

How far along are you on the State part of this overall project? 

Governor Brown. I have submitted the message to the legislature 
calling for—what is the amount of money we have asked for? 

Mr. Banxs. About $53 million. 

Governor Brown. About $53 million up to the present time. That 
is in my budget, and that budget is now going through both houses. 

We have introduced some bills for the freezing of these funds, 
and I have received commitments from a majority of the legislators 
on both sides, the assembly and the State Senate for the freezing of 
those funds. There are details yet to be worked out in California 
and I am not able to tell you this morning that California has launched 
its program. It has not. But I confidently expect that we will do it 
before the end of this session of the legislature. 

The only reason I say that, it will take two-thirds vote of both 
houses of the legislature to pass a bond issue to the people. I have 
a majority vote now, I am sure, but I cannot in all frankness tell 
you that I have a two-thirds vote of both houses. 

Mr. Rocers. Insofar as the planning of the project is concerned 
from the State side of this question, how far along is that ? 
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Governor Brown. I am going to ask Mr. Banks to answer that 

uestion. 

Mr. Banks. Mr. Rogers, the planning at the State level is ready to 
vo into the final design phase at this time. We have already done 
some design work and some subsurface exploration work at the San 
Luis site in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you mean now that you are beyond the feasibility 
surveys of the project 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. And that is the entire State project 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. That you have in mind? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes, and with your permission, Mr. Chairman, we 
have just completed a report on the aqueduct system from the delta 
into southern California. It has been printed in preliminary form 
and submitted to the public for comment and review before we finalize 
it. With your permission, I would like to submit that for the com- 
mittees files, if I may. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered, and we will be glad 
to have it. 

(Document referred to will be found in the committee’s files. ) 

Mr. Rocers. Governor, one or two other short questions. I notice 
you mention the sum of $400 million and referred to the division of 
that between the Federal and State Governments on the basis of 40 
and 60 percent. Do you anticipate that this entire program is going 
to run $400 million, or is that just—I notice you said for the joint use 
facilities. 

Governor Brown. Will you answer that question, Mr. Banks? He 
has the exact figures on this. 

Mr. Banxs. The $400 million, Mr. Rogers, is an estimate which we 
have worked out jointly with the Bureau of Reclamation. It includes 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir itself built to the 2,100,000 acre-foot 
capacity, the necessary forebay and the afterbay, the pumping plant 
and the San Luis Canal built to the capacity necessary for joint use. 

There are, of course, other features of the Federal project which 
will not be jointly used. They are not included in that $400 million. 

Mr. Rogers. What are the others? 

Mr. Banks. The Pleasant Valley Canal and certain other works 
which will be solely and exclusively used by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the State will have no part in those whatsoever. 

Mr. Rocers. The point I am getting at is this: It is your feeling at 
this time that $160 million will be the Federal part applying to the 
joint use of this? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. That, of course, would mean that the $240 million would 
be furnished by the State of California ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; particularly with respect to the canal, the State 
will need considerably more capacity for the transportation of our 
water than will the Bureau of Reclamation for the service of water 
within its service area. We will need nearly twice as much capac- 
ity as they do. We plan to transport to our service area south 
of the Federal San Luis service area in the neighborhood of 6 million 
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acre-feet by the year 2020. This is our projected water demand. §o 
we need a very large capacity in that canal. 

Mr. Rocers. What part of the $160 million do you anticipate we wil] 
be reimbursed for ? 

Mr. Banks. The Federal ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Banxs. It is my understanding that the Central Valley project 
water and power users will reimburse the total Federal investment 
here with the exception 

Mr. Rocers. Exception of recreation, fish, and wildlife ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

GoverNoR Brown. May I say one further thing, too? The State of 
California, contemplates building the Feather River Dam which is a 
very expensive dam. The cost of that will run probably another $500 
million; will it not? 

Mr. Banxs. About $450 million. 

Governor Brown. This $450 million will firm up the water supply 
of the delta for the California side of the project. The Federal 
Bureau of Reclamation could probably get enough water out of the 
delta now without Feather River, but we intend to build that dam 
and build all of the conduits south of San Luis, and build the tunnels 
through the Tehachapis to get the water to the users of southern 
California. It is a tremendous project and my engineer, Mr. Banks, 
tells me if we start today it will be in 1971 before we deliver the first 
drop of water to southern California. That is just about the time 
they will need it under present foreseeable demands. 

Mr. Rocers. One other question. I am sure you folks had a part 
in the drafting of this legislation. Certainly you should have. There 
is a small segment of language in there that disturbs me and one or 
two other members of this committee, with reference to the Federal 
reclamation laws applying, except where they are inconsistent with 
this act. There have been several opinions voiced about this and I 
wanted to get it clear from your standpoint if the purpose of putting 
that into the law was simply to make it possible for the State, insofar 
as the joint use facilities are being used, not to be pushed aside because 
of some part of the reclamation law that they did not anticipate or 
would not be bound by some Federal reclamation law insofar as their 
part of the operation is concerned. 

Governor Brown. I would like to have Mr. Brody answer that 
question because he participated in the drafting. 

Mr. Bropy. That is correct, sir. It was the intention to make it 
abundantly clear that insofar as the State’s activity and State part 
of this project, the Federal reclamation law would not be applicable. 

Mr. Rocers. Let me ask this: If the language could be drafted that 
would pinpoint the situations that would be inconsistent, would that 
language satisfy you folks as well as the language in the bill at the 
present time? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes; it would. I might point out that the language 
to which I believe you are referring appears on page 2 of the drafted 
bill. 


Mr. Rogers. Yes. 








So 
rill 


ect 
ent 


8 of 
is & 
00 


ply 
eral 
the 
dam 
nels 
hern 
inks, 
first 
time 


part 
‘here 
ne or 
deral 
with 
ind I 
iting 
sofar 
CAUSE 
ite or 
their 


r that 


ake it 
e part 
icable. 
d that 
d that 
at the 


guage 


Lrafted 





SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 61 


Mr. Bropy. And refers specifically to the Federal activity and it 
says that the Federal reclamation laws shall apply, except as they 
may be inconsistent with the provisions of this act. | 

th was my understanding that that was to make it abundantly clear 
that the Federal activities only would be governed by Federal recla- 
mation law, and the State activities would not be, and any language 
which would accomplish that purpose certainly would be agreeable 
tous. I might point out, I was here present yesterday when the chair- 
man addressed the question to Mr. Dominy regarding that subject 
and one of the examples to which I would refer would be that under 
reclamation law, for rare in terms of this contract, when a 
water user is in default in his payments to the United States, there 
is a provision for turning off the water. That would appear to be a 
requirement which, perhaps, the State might impose of its own voli- 
tion, but nevertheless should not be required as a matter of Federal 

W. 
apy Rocers. Thank you. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado, Mr. Aspinall, chairman of the full committee. 

Mr. AsprnatL. Governor Brown, I am glad to see you before this 
committee. I am especially glad to see you before the committee 
with what bids fair to be agreement between the different areas of 
California on the disposition and development of their water resource 
values. 1am in hopes that my State will soon follow this happy solu- 
tion of getting together. 

Mr. Banks, you named as joint feature facilities of this project San 
Luis Dam, forebay and afterbay, and the San Luis Canal. Those 
are the only two major features ? 

Mr. Banxs. There will be certain pumping plant facilities which 
I neglected to mention, which will also be ‘intly used. 

Mr. Asprnatit. Do you have the breakdown of the cost of each one 
of those facilities there before you ? 

Mr. Banks. I have, Mr. Aspinall, our estimate of the breakdown 
between the Federal and the State expenditures in my briefcase. I 
would like to point out that those values are ours; they have not been 
approved by the Bureau of Reclamation as yet. So, if you wish, I 
will be glad to submit them to the committee. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have them for the 
benefit of the record, but not at this time. If Mr. Banks will furnish 
them so we can place them in the record. 

Mr. Rogers. If you will do that. 

Mr. Banus. I will be very pleased to do so. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, this will be done. 

(The information follows :) 


STATE oF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 


Sacramento, March 23, 1959. 
Hon. WALTER EB. Rogers, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House Interior Com- 
mittee, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Rocers: In response to your request at the hearing on March 17, 
1959, by your subcommittee on H. R. 5687 and related bills, I am pleased to fur- 
lish the following information concerning suggested allocations of cost of the 
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proposed joint use facilities under the San Luis unit of the Central Valley proj- 
ect, between the United States and the State of California; 


| } Suggested allocations of 
total cost 





Joint use facility Total capacity required) Estimated 














| 
| 
for joint use total cost | at ce ar 
| United | State of 
States | Californig 
eereeenen pres ments —— 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir. --- 2,100,000 acre-feet $150, 000, 000 $71, 500, 000 | $78, 500, 000 
Forebay_.___- : : gts 54,000 acre-feet. _ - - 12, 200, 000 4, 200,000 | 8, 000, 000 
Afterbay__- Be = Pee i 58,000 acre-feet... _- 5, 000, 000 1, 600,000 | — 3, 400, 000 
Pumping plant 24,000 second-feet -_- 110, 500, 000 39, 500,000 | 71, 000, 000 
San Luis Canal, from San Luis to |} (!)_-...-------------- 122, 000, 000 54, 000, 000 | 68, 000, 000 
Kettleman City. 
i 
seg Le 2 iiGtieinan athe 


15 reaches varying in capacity from 18,200 to 7,200 second-feet. 


Please note that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the State are in agree 
ment as to the total costs of the joint use facilities. However, the allocations 
of cost given in the above tabulation are those suggested by the State and 
have not been approved by the Bureau of Reclamation; this matter is still un. 
der negotiation, and therefore the values given cannot be considered as final, 

If we can furnish any further information please feel free to call on us. 

Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do I understand, Mr. Banks, that right from the 
very beginning of construction of any part of this project, it will be 
necessary to prepare for the construction of those four main facilities 
of the joint effort? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. In other words, not one step, as far as the construc- 
tion of the program, can start until it is agreed upon as to the State's 
position in this legislation ? 

Mr. Banks. You are correct as to action prior to the cutoff date, 
which is now, I believe, in the new bill, January 1, 1962. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. January 1, 1962, and then the Secretary has 90 days 
to report thereafter. So it would be April 1, 1962. 

Under the provisions of this bill no construction by the Federal 
Government or by the State could start until after April 1, 1962, is 
that correct ? 

Governor Brown. No. If the State did not move ahead with its 
project that would be true. But if we move ahead this session of the 
legislature, I anticipate the project would begin immediately as soon 
as the Federal Government and State government has authorized 
construction. Please correct me if 1 am wrong on that. 

Mr. Banks. I would like to point out, Mr. Aspinall, that the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation and my office have been working on the elements 
of the contemplated contract between the United States and the State, 
and we are in agreement on many things at this time. We anticipate 
that a contract can be consummated within another year. So that 
upon consummation and execution of that contract and the appro- 
priation of funds for the project, construction can go ahead Im- 
mediately 

Mr. Asprnauu. All right, then let me phrase my question another 
way. In the event that a contract: is agreed upon, construction can 
start immediately afterward, providing the appropriations are ready! 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 
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Mr. AspInauu. But if a contract is not agreed upon, then construc- 
tion cannot be started until after April 1, 1962. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. On any part of the project by the Federal Govern- 
ment or by the State. Is that your understanding / 

Mr. Bropy. Yes. 

Mr. Banks. That is our understanding. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That then takes me, Governor Brown, to my next 
question. That has to do with your plea for immedate consideration, 
if possible immediate approval of this legislation. You suggest that 
there is an immediate need in the area. You are aware of the fact, are 
you not, that we have several authorizations stacked up ahead of you? 

Governor Brown. Yes, I am. ; 

Mr. Asprnaty. And that we are unable, at the present time, to con- 
vince the Department that they should get some new starts underway. 
Are you aware of that? 

Governor Brown. I know that. they have been a little bit slow, but I 
am not up to date on the difficulties that we are having in that con- 
nection. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Let me goa little bit further. Out of nine new starts 
for which appropriations were made last Congress, we have no ma- 
terial operations going on at the present time. There is one ready to 
go. They have started within the last few weeks on the roads and 
some clearing. In other words, on nine which we thought were ready 
and for which we authorized moneys, there has been no administrative 
advance to the point where construction has started. I realize that 
the Department may have some matters to overcome, but here is a 
delay of many months. So, with that in mind, and the fact also that 
California is presently getting a fairly good sum of the reclamation 
money, it might be some time before our ambition could be realized 
in getting things underway. And California is in no different posi- 
tion than any area in the other 17 Western States. 

Governor Brown. I can appreciate that statement, Mr. Aspinall, 
but speaking as the Governor of a State with over 15 million people, 
Ican only tell you that delay, either here in the Federal Government, 
or in my own State legislature could have tragic results. I do not say 
that it would, but it could, because my people tell me that it will take 
10 years before this project is completed to southern California. 

And if we have dry years, it will be very bad and our project is 
dependent, to a degree, on the cooperation we get from the Federal 
Government. If San Luis should be delayed, we will be delayed too, 
because I am trying to give each section of this great State some 
assurance that they will all be in an equal category as we move along 

I think it would be very shortsighted upon the part of the Federal 
Government. I know the condition of the budget and the tax prob- 
lems and everything else, but this is an investment in people, and I 
feel that. we should move ahead just as quickly as we possibly can. 
How to jog the administrative side of the Government into moving 
ahead, that I do not know, but I would like to use whatever prestige I 
have and urge my Democratic and Republican counterparts in Cali- 
fornia to see that we move ahead. 

r. Asprnatu. I agree with everything that you have to say, as far 


as that is concerned, but I doubt if numbers alone will bring about 
immediate action. 
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Your State is presently populated with 15 million people. Some of 
my people are going out from my State and causing you further 
growing pains. But areas that do not have so much population have 
need of reclamation benefits too. 

Governor Brown. Do not misunderstand me, I did not ask for an 
priority for my State. I think all of the States in the West are in the 
same situation. What I am trying to say is that we cannot afford not 
to move ahead in every part of the West. 

Mr. Asprnau. Last year, speaking for the committee, as well as for 
myself, I suggested that weeha pe the national economy could stand 
at least an expenditure of $300 million for reclamation, that is con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance, and rehabilitation and better. 
ment, that of that amount $260 million or $265 million was not out of 
the way for construction. But so far we have not been able to sel] 
such idea to the administration. 

I am hopeful that we can. Construction has been going on in 
California and I hope that it may continue to do so, but I just want 
you to know what we are up against back here, trying to carry this 
reclamation program through, when somebody comes to us and says 
that we need attention immediately. 

And although your position this time, in my opinion, is not only 
unique, but is one of the most equitable recommendations we have 
ever had, where a State will come up and say we will take over a great 
deal of the responsibility for a partnership program, still nevertheless 
there is only so much money to spend. 

Governor Brown. I can only point out to you I anticipate asking 
the legislature for a bond issue in excess of $500 million and it might 
go as high as a billion and a half. it will be dependent somewhat 
upon the bond market. Of course, that is private banking and pri- 
vate financing. We need roads and highways and schools and jails 
and mental hospitals and everything else, too, out there, and we have 
to find the money for it. 

I hope that the Federal Government will not be guilty of false 
economy in these matters, too, because they have proven themselves 
in every case—the Central Valley projects have proven themselves 
excellent investment for the Federal Government. They are partners 
in all of these deals, in an income-tax way, anyway. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I think one of the best examples we have had of 
reclamation development is in that area. 

Governor Brown. We have a tremendous amount of unemployment, 
too. This will give employment and is part of an expanding economy. 

Mr. Asprnaux. Let me ask one more question to see if I have this 
in my mind correctly, that is, before construction starts, the State of 
California will stand ready and able to begin making its contribu- 
tions as each facility is being constructed 4 

Governor Brown. That is correct. That is what we anticipate 
doing. I do not want to be guilty of any duplicity with this com- 
mittee. I still have to get it through my own legislature, but we will 
know that within the next 90 days. I am a very optimistic person 
and expect to be able to do it. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Do you agree with me that the Federal Government 
should not spend any money in this project until they are certain 
whether or not it is going to be a joint or Federal project ! 
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Governor Brown. This is a condition that I certainly agree with. 
In other words, if I ask for Federal-State participation, 1 expect to 
do my part of the job out there in the State if you do yours. Of 
course, if the people should turn down a bond issue, then the Federal 
side of this project can go ahead anyway, but that would not take 
place until 1962. . 

Mr. Asprnauu. That is what I was trying to say? Even though 
you folks out in California might turn it down sooner, there is no 

rovision in this legislation, as it is now written, so that the Federal 
Dcgrament could start before, someplace around March 31, 1962. 

Governor Brown. That is right. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. Berry. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Sisx. Mr. Chairman, I, of course, want to express my deep 
appreciation to the Governor for your very fine statement here this 
morning. I am happy, as I have already indicated, to have you be- 
fore the committee. 

I wanted to inquire with reference to one provision that is con- 
tained in H.R. 302, which was introduced earlier in the session b 
our colleague from California, Mr. Gubser, regarding the area she 
he represents and which I am sure you are familiar with, the Pacheco 
Pass, and the provisions he has written into his bill, otherwise identi- 
cal to my H.R. 301, the original bills on which these hearings were 
called, providing that if it proved to be, after study, economically 
and engineeringly feasible that then it be authorized. I was wonder- 
ing if you would state for the record of this committee what your 
position or the position of the State would be with reference to 
that. 

Governor Brown. I have taken that up with Mr. Banks and he 
convinces me that he is in favor of that, he hopes the bill will be 
amended to include that provision, provided, of course, that it proves 
feasible. 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. As I understand it, the wording is very 
clear that it is subject to the study and to a feasibility report. I ap- 
preciate that—having that information. 

Just one further question, pursuing the line of thought expressed 
by our distinguished chairman, Mr. Aspinall, of Colorado. IL believe 
you will agree with me, will you not Governor, that we expect to take 
our place in line with all other States in the West and are asking 
for no special privilege with reference to appropriations or otherwise, 
but will you not agree that the sooner we get this authorized the 
sooner we will be able to get construction underway. Is that right? 

Governor Brown. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I think that has been, of course, the important thing to 
me. Certainly, I for one have always been happy to cooperate, as 
the other gentlemen have been willing to cooperate with us, in these 
projects, and we expect, of course, to take our place in line and we ac- 
cept the priorities that are ours with reference to this dishing out of 
the money, so to speak. 


4 Eeppreciate very much your statement, Governor, and I believe that 
Is all, 
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Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WestLanp. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Baring. 

Mr. Baring. Mr. Chairman, I want to welcome the Governor of 
the sister State of Nevada here this morning. Governor, at the recent 
reclamation dinner I make the statement, in regard to Nevada’s water, 
the State of Arizona was trying to get it but the State of California 
was getting it. In this case, I want you to know that I am for this 
project. 

I have been a bitter foe of foreign aid and I think I know where 
we could get $314 billion or $4 billion to complete projects like this 
in our country. 

Governor Brown. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Governor, I am delighted, like the rest, to see you 
here before us today on this important matter. You did mention 
about the allocation of these oil royalty funds to this work. As we 
know, most of those royalties come from my hometown. 

Governor Brown. Yes, they do; $120 million of it. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think you could give us this assurance, but I would 
like to get it on record—a great deal of money must necessarily be 
spent at the Long Beach Harbor for subsidence remedial work. 
Whatever is spent does not go into this fund. Can you assure us 
that the State water plan is not going to interfere with any of these 
expenditures for subsidence remedial work along the shore. 

Governor Brown. Yes, I can. I am very familiar with the work 
being done in subsidence down there, and I understand it has proven 
very, very good—surprisingly so. Whatever we have to do to see 
that Long Beach does not sink into the water, I am for that, too. We, 
of course, will have to pay our share. I am not particularly familiar 
with the Allen bill provisions, but I do not anticipate any throwing 
of that burden upon the city of Long Beach, dthet than what we 
have jointly agreed to back there in California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now in the testimony your 60-40 allocation of costs— 
I guess I better ask Mr. Banks, because you are going to furnish some 
of these figures—that is an order of magnitude estimate rather than 
an accurate pinpointing of the allocation, is it not? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes, that isa rounded figure. And again, Mr. Hosmer, 
T would like to point out that those are our estimates, they have not 
been agreed to by the Bureau of Reclamation as yet. This is a matter 
which is still under negotiation with the bureau as to the exact alloca- 
tion of costs on these joint-use facilities. 

Mr. Hosmer. The Bureau people yesterday spoke of an equitable al- 
location of costs. Do you see any difficulty in making such an alloca- 
tion between the State and Federal Government? 

Mr. Banks. No, I do not. 

Mr. Hosmer. They also testified that at this point in the planning, 
it would be difficult, if not impossible, to write any formula to allocate 
this cost in this bill. Do you agree with that statement? 

Mr. Banks. I do. , 

Mr. Hosmer. It is necessarily a rather large operation. Is it anti- 
cipated that the Federal Government would do all of the work, or that 
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the State would do part of the work, say construct maybe sections of 
the canal or something like that ? 

Mr. Banxs. The bill contemplates that the Bureau of Reclamation 
would be the construction agency for the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, 
the forebay, afterbay, pumping plant, and the San Luis Canal as far 
south as Kettleman City. At that point, our construction would begin 
to pick up the water at the end of the joint use canal. é 

Mr. Hosmer. You feel the bill, as written, contains ample authority 
forthat kind of an arrangement ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, weso believe. 

Mr. Hosmer. Governor, for the benefit of our friends from Colo- 
rado, I guess our chairman had to leave—his papers out there are 

anning this plan, to some extent, and I think it would be a good place 
you to give an assurance that this San Luis will take absolutely no 
water from Colorado. Isthat correct? 

Governor Brown. Absolutely none at all. I do not see how we 
can get that Colorado River up there to that dam. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, it may ease the problem in Colo- 
rado a little bit, because it is additional source of water. Is that right. 

Governor Brown. Yes, it 1s. It certainly is and when we get this 
water into southern California, we would not need the Colorado River 
somuch, I hope. 

Mr. WestLanp. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. WestLanp. I wonder if you would ask the Governor if he could 
give the same assurance on the Columbia River? 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Wilson, yesterday, another California member 
of this committee, asked me to assure Mr. Ullman privately we were 
not going to dig a hole in Oregon and drain their water. 

Governor Brown. We do not have any plans during my administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Westtanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Hosmer. As long as you are here, Governor, with all the press 
of your business, you probably will not be back again when another 
bill comes up, but there has been a proposal made by legislators of all 
States along the Columbia Basin to make an attempt at controlling 
the weather in the area in order to increase the availability of water 
in the Colorado River. Would you, in principle, approve such a 
program ? 

Governor Brown. Yes, I would. I am not too familiar with that 
program, but from what you tell me, I certainly can see no reason 
to object to it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. We are certainly happy to have you here before the 
committee and, on behalf of my people in Oregon, glad to have 
such a good Governor down there who has such far-seeing ideas on 
this problem of water conservation and development. It is most com- 
mendable your looking this far ahead, as you have to, in utilizing 
your resources. I am pleased that you named some cost figures in 
your estimate of the Federal-State formula. Yesterday we tried to 
get this out of the Bureau and they were not in a position, as of yes- 
terday, to name any figures. 
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This $400 million figure and the 40 percent factor which you mep- 
tion would add up to $160 million that we are estimating to be the 
Federal cost. 

I would like to ask you, or Mr. Banks, whether this would alter in 
any way the amount of appropriations which we have in the bill of 
$290 million of authorization. 

Mr. Banks. There would be definite savings both to the United 
States and to the State by joint development and joint use of these 
facilities. I am not prepared at this time, Mr. Dileta, to say how 
much saving there would be to the United States, but it would be sey. 
eral tens of millions of dollars. 

And not only that, there would be substantial savings in annual 
aor and maintenance costs to both the State and the United 

tates. 

Mr. Utiman. And that would bring it under the estimated $299 
ee that the Bureau estimated would be the Federal cost, is that 
right? 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. In the operation of the project—I would refer this 
to Mr. Banks—we spoke about this reservation regarding the reela- 
mation law. Is it your feeling and your understanding that the reela- 
mation project itself should be under reclamation law, and that it 
would be included in the Federal aspect of the project ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. It is our understanding that the water users 
within the Federal San Luis service area have indicated that they are 
willing to abide by Federal reclamation law, and we certainly have 
no quarrel in any way, shape or manner with that. 

Mr. Uxtitman. In other words, there would be no reservation as far 
as the water users themselves on the irrigation project are concerned?! 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. As to the operating of the dam itself, is it also your 
understanding that the dam should be operated under Federal reela- 
mation law ? 

Mr. Banxs. With respect to the capacity which will be allocated to 
the United States, yes. 

The bill provides that in the contract which is to be negotiated there 
will be specific allocations of the capacities in these joint-use facil- 
ities as between the State and the United States and that the United 
States shall be unrestricted in its operation of its capacities under Fed- 
eral law. By the same token, the State would be unrestricted in the 
use of its share of these capacities in accordance with State law. 

Mr. Uriman. How does this affect the operation and maintenance 
of the dam itself—the physical facilities? 

Mr. Banks. I can see no particular problem involved there. 

There may be different sources of energy for the pumping. We may 
use two or three units for State pumping with one source of enengy 
and two or three units with Federal pumping with energy from the 
Central Valley project system. 

That is a detail which has not been worked out as yet. However, I 
see no problems whatsoever with respect to the operation and main- 
tenance of the facilities that cannot be worked out to our mutual 
satisfaction as between the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, and the State. 
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Mr. Utiman. But you anticipate this will all be taken care of in a 
formula in a contract between the two agencies. Is that correct? 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Uriman. But, at this time, you are not in a position to state in 
any more detail what your idea of a formula should be ? 

r. Banxs. That is correct. Our negotiations with the Bureau so 
far have been confined to capacities to be built into the various sys- 
tems, cost estimates of those capacities, and allocation of the capaci- 
ties as between the two entities. We have not yet gotten to the point 
of negotiating on operation and maintenance. However, as I say, I 
see no problems there that cannot be resolved quite easily to our 
mutual satisfaction and advantage. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to ask the Governor. I am very in- 
trigued with your statement on the financial program. Do you have 
any form of capital budget, or are you going to put these reclamation 
water development expenditures into your regular budget the same as 
the Federal Government does? 

Governor Brown. They are in my budget which is now going 
through the legislature and we will add to that, of course, the bon 
issue, which will be dedicated to the completion of these projects as 
we need it over the period of the next 15 years. 

Mr. Utitman. The bond issue will be general, I imagine, but you 
anticipate the revenue from the oil income to pay off the bonds? 

Governor Brown. No, we anticipate that the bonds will be paid off 
by the water users themselves over a period of the next 40 years. I 
do not know how far we will dedicate these oil funds. We have $170 
million in a fund there now. We are dedicating all of that with the 
exception of $15 million as earnest money for the start of this project. 
Then we will take the oil funds as they come along and we may have 
to add tax moneys to it. It all depends upon our construction pro- 

am. But with the $170 million that we start off with, plus the 

md issue, we will be able to keep construction going for a long, long 
time in California. 

Mr. Uttman. You have a self-liquidating program on the part of 
the people of southern California? 

Governor Brown. Yes, we have, but it isa long-term program. We 
will probably get some revenues out of power in the Feather River 
maybe in 1964 or 1965, maybe not that early, but from the water users 
themselves probably not until 1971 or 1972. Then there will be need 
for more construction. So there will not be any retirement of our 
bond issue or any return to the people for a long, long time in Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Utiman. I wanted to point up this budgetary problem because, 
as you know, this is one of our main problems here. These invest- 
ments in water development are added as a normal expenditure in our 
budget. I have introduced a bill to attempt to get some action on this 
problem setting up a capital budget system such as private industry 
uses. Our capital investments are self-liquidating investments and 
should be separated from our other budgetary expenditures and 
placed in a different category. 

Governor Brown. In the self-liquidating projects, it seems to me 
that is the realistic way to handle it, although I am not too familiar 
with Federal budgeting. 7 
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Mr. Banks wanted to say something. 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 

Mr. Banks. I think, Mr. Ullman, you might be interested to know 
that in the State budget the capital outlay items such as this are 
separate items in the budget, a completely separate category within 
the State budget. 

So that we do have in effect a capital outlay item and I would like 
to, if I may, reemphasize what the Governor has already said, that 
the State’s investment in water development with the exception of the 
costs allocated to fish and wildlife and to recreation, whether it be 
from bonds or oil revenues, will be repaid to the State by the sale of 
water and power. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you. A quick question on land. You are at 
the present time purchasing land in this reservoir and dam area? 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Utitman. Do you anticipate turning this over to the Federal 
Government if the bill is passed, turning it over to the Federal Goy- 
ernment at your cost, as part of your contribution ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. Yes, that would be part of our contribution toward the 
total project and we would envision the same costs we have to pay 
for it, not at an inflated price. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to make sure you were not in the land specula- 
tion business. 

One question on recreation: Is it your feeling that the recreational 
provisions in this bill are adequate and do you have plans to supple- 
ment the recreational provisions ? 

Mr. Banks. I believe the bill, Mr. Ullman, calls for the Secretary 
of the Interior to provide the minimum basic recreational facilities, 

Mr. Utitman. Might I interject, I think the figure was quoted of 
$101,000 yesterday. 

Mr. Banks. Yes. It is our intention as a part of the joint use to 
arrive at a suitable recreational plan with the Secretary of the In- 
terior and if it becomes necessary in order to implement that plan, 
the State would add to that in order to develop the full recreational 
potential of the reservoir site. And I think that would be rather 
important because there are not too many reservoirs, or too many 
water areas on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley for recrea- 
tional purposes. 

Mr. Utiman. Then you would anticipate also adding to the recrea- 
tional facilities ? 

Mr. Banks. We anticipate working with the Department of the 
Interior to fully develop the recreational potential of that site and 
if necessary we will be prepared to contribute funds toward that end. 

Mr. Utiman. I am happy to get that statement. Thank you. 

Mr. Harry. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utiman. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Banks, just a moment ago in answer to a question 
by the gentleman from Oregon, I believe, you said that as far as you 
knew—if I am not quoting you right, correct me—all of this land and 
all the poles involved would be agreeable to bringing this project 
under the reclamation laws. Was that your statement ? 

Mr. Banks. It is my understanding that the representatives of the 
landholders there have so testified before congressional committees. 
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We have not made the matter of water service within the proposed 
Federal San Luis service area a part of our concern. ‘This is a matter 
between the water users in that area and the United States. We have 
not entered into that, nor do we propose to enter into that aspect of it. 

Mr. Hater. That may be true, but what I am trying to get to, do 
you know what the attitude of the Southern Pacific might be, who, 
as I understand it, own approximately 63,000 acres of land in this 

roject. desc i iain 

Mr. Banks. No, 1 am not familiar with the Southern Pacific’s most 
recent thinking on this. 

We have had on an informal basis—I should say, I have discussed 
the matter with Southern Pacific officials. But again, in our view, 
this is a matter to be taken up directly between the United States and 
the water users and not a matter in which we should enter the picture. 

Mr. Hatey. You are well aware of this large acreage of land in 
private ownership, at this time, and it is going to be very necessary to 

et some commitments out of them before you can hope to complete 
this project. Has the State of California, in any way, entered into 
any negotiations with them ? 

In view of your conversation with them, do you think you know 
what their attitude is? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, I have some idea, but this is purely informal, Mr. 
Haley. As I say, the Southern Pacific lands lie within the proposed 
Federal service area, not within the proposed State service area. 

Mr. Hatey. I understand we have a representative from the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad here and probably I will want to pursue the 
matter further with him. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Uttman. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Banks, I think the question Mr. Haley has raised 
should be very important to you in view of certain recent decisions of 
the Federal courts, because it is going to have tremendous effect upon 
the State of California, not only in this project, but on every project 
in California. 

Under the recent decisions of the Supreme Court which say that the 
160-acre law applies in California the same as it applies everywhere 
else, if all of these large holdings are going to have to be broken up 
and the fictions which have been created by the Department of the 
Interior are looked behind, and you are going to be allowed to have a 
husband and wife own 320 acres, this is going to have a very serious 
effect upon California, and you in the charge of the water out there 
should be very interested and not just look to this committee and say, 
well, that is a matter between the Federal Government and the prop- 
erty owners. 

Mr. Banks. We are concerned and we are interested. However, 
the point that I perhaps did not quite make clear is that I am in no 
position to speak for the Southern Pacific Co., as to their attitude on 
this matter. 

Mr. Sartor. I can appreciate your position that you cannot commit 
the Southern Pacific Co., but what is going to be the attitude of your 
organization as a strong arm of the State out there in supplying water ? 
Is there anything in behalf of your organization that you will require 
the people in California that you are going to furnish water to in the 
Feather River area to comply with the 320-acre or 160-acre law ? 
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Mr. Banks. There is no such law at the State level at this time, 
I might add to that our proposals as to pricing policy do not contem- 
plate nearly as low a price for water as is available under Federal 
reclamation law, for water service. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Banks, that is the most pleasing news I have heard 
any witness give before this committee in a long time, because I am 
satisfied that Uncle Sam is not getting enough money for the water 
he is giving to you because all of these projects in the West are in 
trouble. 

Mr. Bangs. I would point out, if I may, Mr. Saylor, that the Cen- 
tral Valley project under Federal reclamation law, I think, has a very 
fine record of payout. 

Mr. Saytor. Oh, payout. But you see they use the figment of 
power to arrive at it rather than water price. 

Mr. Uximan. Will the gentleman yield? The gentleman is op. 
erating on my time and I would like to have 

Mr.  SAYLOR. I will be glad to yield it back to you. When you 
yielded, you did not tell me there was any limitation on it. 

Mr. Uttman. I am happy to yield to the gentleman. I am always 
happy to yield to him, but I just want the witness to know this is an 
argument that comes up with every reclamation project and has noth- 
ing to do with your specific project, and it does represent a point 
of: view and a way of thinking on the part of some people, and quite 
a number of people, that we have to contend with back here. 
[ Laughter. | 

We have to put up with it. But I do not think it represents the 
feeling of the majority of this committee, nor the majority of the 
people of this country. I just wanted the witness to know that. 
I thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania for his usual contribution. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. CurnowerH. Governor Brown, as a member of this committee, 
I am very happy to see you here today. You are a man whose name 
is in the forefront these days. We hear you mentioned for many 
different things and it is a great honor to have you before this com- 
mittee. 

Coming from Colorado, I was very happy to hear your expression 
of good will and reciprocity and friendship. We in Colorado are 
very good friends of California. We like to work together and get 
along | with our friends in California. Unfortunately, ‘there seems to 
be a mistaken notion in California that Colorado is tr ying to withhold 
some water from California, which belongs to you, which is not the 
case at all. We have a project up in Colorado. We have been tryin 
to get it authorized. It is known as the Frying Pan Arkansas pro}- 
ect, and there seems to be a feeling out in California that it may be 
taking some water from your great St: ite. I hope you will use your 
good ‘offices to correct this notion and impression. I can assure you 
this is not the case. 

We want to live and let live. Iam sure that is your feeling also. 

Mr. Hosmer. Wjll the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. Yes, I yield to my good friend from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Can your statement be summed up as saying from 
Colorado “there ain’t nobody here but us chickens.” 
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Mr. CuEenoweru. In Colorado, we have been trying to do the right 
thing for California, and I think about 70 percent of the water in 
the iinade River originates in Colorado. I believe something like 
90 million acre-feet went down the river last year. W e want to give 
you all the water we can. We want to keep just a little bit for our- 
selves and I know that is your feeling,Governor. | oye . 

Governor Brown. Yes, it is, and I feel the entire West is moving 
and you are going to need all the water you can get and that is why 
want to develop these water projects in California so that we will all 
have water in the entire West. 

When Arizona started this suit against California, I was the first 
attorney general that wanted the water rights determined and we 
moved in and offered no objection to the Supreme Court taking that 
ease of Arizona v. California. I wanted Colorado in it too, so that 
we could get all the water rights determined but Colorado did not 
want to get into that lawsuit. But we will have our water rights 
determined probably within a year and I think we will all be able to 
move ahead without this impediment of litigation or question of water 
rights after the Supreme Court rules in that case, whichever way it 
dos. : | | 

I hope we win it, but if we do not, why, we will be all right too. 
That is we will have to take it. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I think you are doing all right in California in 
looking after your water rights. I admire and respect you for your 
efforts. Water is certainly the lifeblood of our economy in the West. 

[had the great pleasure of visiting and seeing the site of this proj- 
ect several years ago and meeting some of the fine people there, in- 
cluding my good friend, Jack O'Neill, who is here today. I intend 
to give the project my full support. 

ernest Brown. I wish Mr. Saylor would go out there to the east 
side of that Friant-Kern Canal and see the richness of that valley and 
the way they are moving and I think you would feel better about it. 

Mr, Sartor. Governor, I have been there. In fact, I just leaned 
over here to my colleague, Mr. Aspinall, and said I am glad to find 
one lawyer you and I helped to put to work. We are the only two 
members of this committee still responsible for you having that suit. 
We were here when the original Central Arizona project started and 
we threw the case out and told them to go to the Supreme Court. So, 
Ihave been there. I see out in the audience some of my good friends. 
There is my good friend, Mr. O’Neil, out there who has been one of 
the most gracious hosts it has been my privilege to know, not only in 
California, but anywhere in the world. I have been out in your 
State on many occasions. 

Mr. Rogers. Are you through? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Governor. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Saunp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is very gratifying, Gov- 
ernor, to have you and your able associates before the committee this 
morning. Let me compliment you and the State of California for 
your forthright answers to straight eae and the spirit of concern 


with which you approach this development of the water problem in 
California. 
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It is a matter of pride for me to see such a vigorous and effective 
leadership in the State of California. 

Let me assure my colleagues that, as stated by the distinguished 
Governor of the State of California, California will do its part of the 
job in this reclamation project and pay its way. Thank you. 

Governor Brown. Thank you, Mr. Saund. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to compliment the Goy- 
ernor and his State on the excellent water program they have planned, 
And I also might add the State of New Mexico is pursuing a similar 
program, however, not on the magnitude you have undertaken, be- 
cause we do not have the resources that your State does. 

I might also say, just to make a little comment about paying off 
these debts, you know we in the West do not have the industrial devel- 
opment and economic development that some of our great States in 
the East, such as the State of Pennsylvania, enjoy, and at times we are 
forced to pay back this money any way we can. 

If we cannot get enough revenue from water, we might have to pay 
it back a little bit with power revenue. ; 

I remember a fellow in my State borrowed some money on some 
cattle that he was feeding and the cattle were losing money. So he 
sold the fertilizer from his pen to pay the interest at the bank and 
ended up by keeping those cattle an extra 30 days, and he broke even 
on them. That is the situation we have in the West. We have to tum 
to other methods some times to pay back this money. [Laughter.] 

But we will pay it if you just give us time. 

Mr. Sayxor. Will the gentleman yield for an observation ? 

Mr. Morris. We will pay it, if you just give us time. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Sayior. Did you say that the farmer was peddling fertilizer 
or some of my colleagues might be peddling the fertilizer. That is 
the only question I am trying to determine. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpick. I do not want to oversimplify this question, but asI 
understand it, the water table level in the area shaded green over 
there, irrigable areas, is becoming lower and lower year by year. 

Governor Brown. That is correct. 

Mr. Burpicx. Do I understand there is dire need of water in the 
municipal use in the valley, municipal and commercial use ? 

Governor Brown. Yes. 

Mr. Burpvickx. The California portion of it. 

Governor Brown. That is right. 

Mr. Burpvicx. And the surplus water now from, I presume, you call 
the Sacramento area up there, where does that go now? 

Governor Brown. It goes out to the Golden Gate. 

Mr. Burpicx. Into the sea ? 

Governor Brown. Into the sea. 

Mr. Burpick. I want to say to the gentleman, the Governor of Cali- 
fornia, that as a Representative of North Dakota, through which runs 
one of the greatest rivers of the world, I am very favorable to your 
project. 
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Governor Brown. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. We are doubly honored, the subcommittee is 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, I have one or two questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it going to take an amendment, Governor, to the 
constitution of California in order to carry out the terms of this 
contract ¢ 

Governor Brown. Well, that is debatable whether it is or not. 

The people in California are somewhat undecided on that and I 
have not as yet made up my mind. In my water message to the legisla- 
ture, I stated I did not feel it was necessary as a lawyer, but I left 
the door open and southern California has asked me to amend my 

rogram to include a constitutional amendment. But they presented 
it to me only last Wednesday and I have not as yet made up my mind 
whether to amend my program. I have not had the opportunity to 
discuss it with my water associates; I have not had the opportunity 
to discuss it with some of the northern California legislators to see 
how they feel about it. But I am confident that whatever is necessa 
to be done to get our water program along the road, that all of the 

ple of California will go along with it, including the Governor. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would it be fair to say that if such an amendment 
does appear reasonably necessary, it would become a part of your 
program ; Ss 

Governor Brown. Yes it would, if it appears reasonably necessary, 
but I want to leave the door open at the present time, because I have 
some negotiating to do out there in California with some of the other 
water interests and I do not want either one of them to feel that 
Iam favoring one section of the State over the other at the present 
moment. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say this: We are not only honored by 
having the Governor of California as a witness this morning, but also 
doubly honored by having a new Member of Congress, who joins this 
committee in the person of Mr. Randall of Missouri, and I want to 
yield to the distinguished chairman of the full committee, at this 
time, for an official welcome to this new member. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the chairman of the 
subcommittee for giving me this privilege. This is the first session 
that our new member from Missouri has been present in our commit- 
tee meetings. It is a pleasure, Mr. Randall, to welcome you to this 
subcommittee. 

You follow in the footsteps of one of the most beloved members 
that this committee had since I have been a member. I refer, of 
course, to the late Mr. Christopher, who was always contributing of 
his ability and his experience. At times when things got a little bit 
rough, as they do sometimes on this committee, he came in with his 
humor and he certainly made us all feel a lot better because of his 
presence and his contribution. 

I know you will be able to follow well in his footsteps and we are 
glad to have you as a member. 

Mr. Ranpaut. I know that is quite a large assignment after George 
Christopher, and I do not expect to ever be able to fill those shoes. I 
campaigned a very short time in our district, three weeks, on the basis 
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of coming up here to listen and learn and I shall have no other com- 
nents at this time except to say I am impressed, at least with the 
portion of the hearing I have been privileged to sit in on, that like 
on the local level after 15 years of administration in Jackson County 
we believe in planning. And it occurs to me the Governor has pro- 
jected a plan here which is for the future and a far vision which cer. 
tainly, for my part, I have beea impressed by. Thank you very much 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair observe that very few Members of Con. 
gress began their congressional career with the opportunity of crogs- 
examining the Governor of one of our great States. 

Now we have completed with the committee members that were 
bere, the Chair wants to recognize those who passed their original 
question period. Mr. Haley of Florida, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Hauer, No; I have no questions. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding part of his time to ask the questions which I had up to this 
moment. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor, do 
you have some questions ¢ 

Mr. Sayior. Governor, I would like to commend you on the state- 
ment you have presented. I have had a chance to read it. I think 
it is a good statement. I think it expresses the views of the majority 
of the people of your State that I atm had an opportunity to talk 
with both here in Washington and in various sections of the State of 
California. 

I would like to ask just a few questions with regard to your pro- 
posed financial plan. This grows out of my knowledge of what hap- 
pened in the Central Valley when the State of California originally 
planned the Central Valley project as a State project and during the 
1930’s turned it over to the Federal Government and some of the 
problems that have arisen in the Central Valley since that time. 

You said that this proposal of raising a billion dollars for the next 
25 years will be done in the form of a bond issue, is that correct? 

Governor Brown. We will use the tidelands oil funds plus the 
bond issue and we may need some general revenue taxation, too. We 
are not sure yet, but we do not think so under the financial program 
laid out by the director of the department of water resources. We 
would not need anything other than this bond money and tidelands 
oi] fund. 

Mr. Sayzor. Has the State of California so earmarked its tidelands 
oil moneys that it could not be raided at a future date by some other 
session of the assembly ¢ 

Governor Brown. No; I have recommended that to the legislature, 
that they do that, and I am informed that the budget committee yes- 
terday, with two dissenting votes, voted it be so earmarked for that 
purpose. I have asked leaders of both the senate and the assembly 
to count noses to find out whether we have the votes to do this and they 
tell me we do have the votes to dedicate these funds to water devel- 
opment. . 

We have tax problems out in California, and some of the legislators 
would like to use that to delay the imposition of new taxes, but I am 
asking that the money be dedicated to water development and that 
we raise taxation, too, because I think that is the only way the State 
of California is going to be able to get along. 
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Mr. Sartor. I know that your predecessors out there were able to 
so earmark for the highway fund the revenue from taxes on gasoline. 

Governor Brown. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Completely for highway purposes, and your State has 
been one of those that has been a pioneer in seeing to it that those funds 
remained inviolate and used for highway purposes. 

Governor Brown. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. That is the reason I asked whether or not you had 
the same kind of law with regard to tidelands oil. 

Governor brown. I want to point out one difference: The highway 
funds are now dedicated by the constitution. So it would take a vote 
of the people to do that. Our water fund, we have not as yet dedi- 
cated by constitutional means. 

It would only be statutory. It would take a two-thirds vote after 
the dedication to take that money out and use it for any other purpose, 
which is almost the same. But whether or not I will recommend to 
the legislature that we dedicate all of the remaining oil funds to water 
is something that I would not want to mislead this committee and tell 
you I intend to recommend that because I have not made up my mind 
on that yet. 

But 1 want to commit this big investment fund, tidelands funds, 
now to this purpose and I am sure we will do that at this session of 
the legislature whether we get any other part of our water program 
going or not. 

Mr. Sayvor. Very frankly, Governor, from your original statement 
I would not have been misled; I think you specifically specified the 
tidelands funds to which you are now entitled as distinguished from 
the other oil revenues that the State of California received. 

In view of the fact that there is yet no definite plan for working 
out arrangement between the State of California and the Department 
of Interior as to the operation of San Luis Dam and its pumping plants 
and the other works which will be built on south, why do you come 
before this committee and ask that these bills which just call for the 
Federal construction be approved at this time ? 

Governor Brown. It is my understanding that the contract is 
ready—I do not know whether all of the terms have been set forth, 
but Mr. Banks and Mr. Brody advise me they have been dealing 
with the Department of the Interior and they are ready to write the 
contract, but that this has to come first, that the Congress has to 
authorize the Federal construction first and then we will have to sit 
down and write a satisfactory contract. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know, or have you thought of the proposition 

as to whether or not you would object to a provision being placed in 
this bill that the contract between the State of California and the 
Federal Government be referred back to Congress for approval rather 
than leave it as a matter to be determined between the State and the 
agency downtown ? 
_ Governor Brown. I do not know what the practice of that has been 
inthe past. I would not want to speak of any amendments to the bill 
at the present time. I would not want to consent to it unless I knew 
what the practice has been in the past. 
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Mr. Sartor. I did not ask you to consent to anything, Governor. | 
just wanted to know whether or not there had been any thinking out 
there with regard to this proposition. 

Governor Brown. This is the first time that I have heard that 
broached. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason for my question grows out of the trouble 
we are having at Trinity at the present time. One of the former 
members of this committee, former chairman of this committee, who 
is now one of your Senators, had passed through this committee a bill 
with a little sleeper in it, and we are now having trouble with the 
sleeper. The sleeper grown out of the fact that it was a matter that 
was to be worked out between the Department downtown and other 
persons rather than this committee. That is why I asked whether or 
not there was anything as far as you were concerned that any contract 
contemplated between the State and the Federal Government would 
come back to this committee for approval before construction began. 

Governor Brown. I just asked Mr. Brody. It seems to me that 
this committee will have the right after the contract has been entered 
into when the time comes for appropriating the money to see whether 
or not you like the contract and that should be a sufficient hold on—~ 

Mr. Sartor. The important thing is it does not come back to this 
committee, it goes to the Appropriations Committee. That is the rea- 
son I wanted to know. It is not with the idea of holding it up, 
Governor. 

Governor Brown. I understand. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, this committee has charge of the au- 
thorization of the project and it is the working out of this project we 
are interested in in determining whether or not when the arrangements 
are finally made, they would meet with the approval of this committee. 

I am satisfied basically, Governor, you have a good project out there 
and a project that needs early consideration. And the questions I am 
asking are not for the purpose of trying to delay. 

Governor Brown. I fully understand this. You want to be sure 
that the Congress knows what is going into that contract. 

Mr. Sartor. And that is the only way this committee which has 
been charged with the responsibility will know what is in the contract. 

There is another provision in all of these bills that states that where 
the present reclamation law is inconsistent with these bills, that these 
bills shall take its place. 

Yesterday, Mr. Dominy, who is the Associate Commissioner of Ree- 
lamation, could not tell this committee where all of of these instances 
were and he promised to bring to our committee a list of the incon- 
sistencies. 

I am wondering whether or not you know, or the people you have 
with you know, of any places wherein the present reclamation law 
would not work, and if there would be any objection on behalf of the 
people representing the State of California to eliminating those pro- 
visions from the bill. 

Governor Brown. I will have to ask Mr. Brody to answer that ques- 
tion because he is more familiar with this bill than I am. 

Mr. Bropy. As I understand your question, Mr. Saylor, is with ref- 
erence to removing the language relating to the inconsistency with 
the provisions of this act. 
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Mr. Sayvor. Yes. 

Mr. Bropy. As I understand the situation here, the language used 
refers to the applicability of the Federal reclamation laws to the Fed- 
eral aspect of the project, and that the bill goes on to state that to the 
extent that those provisions are inconsistent with this act, they shall 
not apply insofar as—and I am assuming this language would apply 
only to the State activity. 

efore you came into the room, I believe, I commented on this pro- 
vision and I can envision some difficulties possibly being encountered 
not specifically covered by the bill insofar as State activities are con- 
cerned. I would refer you to the provisions of reclamation law having 
to do with systems of accounting as requirements, matters relating to 
the provisions for the turning off of water in the event of default on 
the part of an individual water user. 

Insofar as the State activities, I would assume that would be left to 
a matter of State law and that those provisions would apply only to 
the Federal activities with reference to the project. And this lan- 
guage, I think, clarifies that situation. 

Mr. Sartor. One of the cases that grows out of your State, and 
which I know everyone at least in southern California is very much 
interested in, is the Santa Margarita case wherein the position of the 
Federal Government, I think, threatens the very water laws of every 
State in the Union and particularly the States of the West, where you 
have such particular laws with regard to the rights of users. 

First in time is first in rights regardless of your position on the 
river. And the position in the Santa Margarita case is completely 
contravening all of your State water laws. 

I am wondering what the effect of a provision like that we are 
talking about will have with regard to this project, and I do not want 
the State of California to get into a situation wherein by authorizing 
the project we end up with another lawsuit. 

The purpose of this project when it is completed is to put water to 
beneficial use both for lands and domestic and municipal purposes. 

Mr. Bropy. I have not analyzed it, Mr. Saylor, in connection with 
the detail in which you described it in that particular aspect. 

However, I would assume, as I interpret this language, that the 
inconsistency which might arise might arise in regard to the Federal- 
State relationship and its contractual aspect. But those are the only 
provisions. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you this question, then: If that is the inter- 
pretation which the Department comes up here with and tells us that 
that is also their interpretation, would there be any objection to having 
that specifically specified in an amendment to the bill ? 

Mr. Bropy. Insofar as this particular language is concerned ? 

Mr. Sartor. Insofar as that particular provision is concerned. 

Mr. Bropy. I personally would see no objection to it. 

Mr. Sayvor. One other question, Governor. How much has the 
State already spent on the Feather River project ? 

Governor Brown. Mr. Banks will have to answer that. 

Mr. Banxs. Close to $50 million in total. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the anticipated total cost of the Feather River 
project by the State of California itself? 

Mr. Banxs. It isa little difficult to answer that unequivocally. 
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Mr. Sartor. I am not trying to pin you down, Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Banks. I would like to point out, Mr. Saylor, that the water 
demands of California are going to continue to grow and the Gover. 
nor’s program that he has laid before the legislature does not envision 
approaching this simply on a single project basis, because no single 
project, the Feather River project or anything else, will satisfy the 
project needs of California. 

So we must look not alone to the Feather River project, Oroville 
Dam, and the aqueduct system, but to other works added to that 
as the demand grows. 

Now, with respect to the works on the Feather River, as they are now 
authorized, that runs about $450 million; that is the Oroville fea- 
tures plus the upper basin developments that are now authorized as a 
part thereof. 

With respect to the aqueduct system which will pick the water up 
out of the dels and in conjunction with the Federal San Luis, trans- 
port that water on south for the areas in the southerly San Joaquin 
Valley and southern California, the coastal counties and some of the 
desert areas, by the year 2000 in that aqueduct we will have something 
in the neighborhood of $134 billion invested, if the needs develop as 
we now project them. So it is difficult to say what the total cost will 
be because it is based upon a projected demand and the Governor's 
program, as I said—and I would like to reemphasize it, if I may—is 
based upon a long-range projection and long-range plan for meeting 
those needs as they occur. Not a single project development, but a 
utility type concept. 

Mr. Sayxtor. One or two other questiosn, I would like to ask you, 
Mr. Banks.. Practically all of the area that is to be served by the 
San Luis project, listed there, the canal and service area, is etl now 
by underground water pumps, is that correct 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Saytor. A number of men that I talked to out there were hav- 
ing difficulties with having their pumps sheared off because of a shift 
in the underground structure. Can you tell this committee as to 
whether or not that has stabilized, whether it is increasing, or what 
the present condition is. 

Mr. Banxs. No; it has not stabilized as yet. I might add that in 
that area we have two separable types of subsidence. We have a deep 
subsidence which is caused we think by the removal of pressure from 
the deeper aquifers caused by pumping; and we have a shallow sub- 
sidence which is caused by the application of water on the surface. 
That takes place very rapidly upon the initiation of irrigation. 

However, we feel confident that the canal can be put through that 
area. It will not be easy. But you have got to transport water south- 
ward in that area in one fashion or another. 

It is highly productive land, I might add. 

Mr. Saytor. Do you think both the deep subsidence and surface 
subsidence are such that notwithstanding the change in structure you 
will be able to build and operate a canal through that area ‘ 

Mr. Banks. We believe so; yes. I might. add for your information, 
Mr. Saylor, that for the past 3 years my department, in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Reclamation, the Coast and Geodetic Survey, the 
Geological Survey, has been conducting intensive investigations of 
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this whole problem. We are about to start an actual program of test 
construction of canals there to develop construction techniques. We 
are just now in the process of purchasing 160 acres of land to be used 
for that purpose—to develop economic construction techniques for 
canals. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. Governor, I would like to thank you for 
our presentation before this committee and your answers. I would 
ike to also commend you for the appointment of former staff member 

of this committee to one of your advisory committees. Mr. Carr, of 
course, you know is a very dear friend of mine, and served this com- 
mittee very admirably as consultant. We were sorry to lose him to the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District and I can tell you our loss is 
your gain. 

" Governor Brown. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hatey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. Governor, let me warn you of this: These Pennsylvania 
people are spreading out you know, not only in your State, but my 
State of Florida, and you kind of better watch out. They will have 

us surrounded pretty quickly. 

Governor Brown. We welcome them out there, I tell you that. 

Mr. Rocers. Governor, let me make one statement: I have a com- 
munication from a former member of this committee, former chair- 
man. For some unknown reason, he decided he would like the other 
side of the Capitol better than he did this one and he sent his regrets 
he could not be here this morning, but wanted to express his desire 
todo so. I think he was afraid he would be overcome by nostalgia 
and would want to come back from the other side. He said he could 
not possibly get over this morning, but he did want me to express his 
interest in this legislation and his desire to see it carried on as quickly 
as possible. 

ithout objection, his statement will be included in the record at 
the point made available yesterday to all Members of Congress, both 
in the House of Representatives and the other body. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I do not have questions of the gentlemen 
and I would like to be recognized for the purpose of getting certain 
comments on some language into the record. I realize time is fleeting 
and want to say again, Governor, we have deeply appreciated having 
you here this morning. 

You and Mr. Banks and Mr. Brody made an excellent appearance. 

Governor Brown. You have been very courteous. 

Mr. Rogers. We are honored that you came and you have been very 
= Thank you. 

overnor Brown. I enjoyed being before this committee very, very 
much. I hope I will have the opportunity of coming again. 

Mr. Rogers. So do we. Thank you very much. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Sisk. Due to a number of questions and comments regarding the 
language found in the present bill with reference to the exception 
noted, “that except so far as provisions thereof are inconsistent with 
that Act,” I woah like to cite quite a series of precedents having to 
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do with a number of projects in Colorado and other areas in which 
this identical language was used. 

Mr. Rogers. Is that the language on page 2? 

Mr. Sisk. That is the language on page 2 which the chairman is cop- 
cerned with. I wish to say that I am not necessarily depending on that 
language, but I do want to indicate the reason why it was used. 

I go back to the Red Bluff project on the Pecos River in 1926 jn 
which this very terminology was used in which it says “except as the 
same are modified herein.” 

In the Collbran project, with which this committee is completely 
familiar, in the authorization of that they state the usual terminology 
and then say “provided that except insofar as these laws are incon- 
sistent with this Act.” 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield at that particular point? 

Mr. Sisk. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Sayvor. I think if you would look at the report, when that 
was put out this committee unanimously said that we wanted to make 
sure that because of the unusual situation that existed in the Collbran 
project, we would never again hear of the language or hear of the 
formula. Unfortunately, the folks downtown do not pay much atten- 
tion to our reports and we hear the Collbran formula every time they 
appear before us on a new project. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to cite then to the gentleman that in the 84th 
Congress in 1956, we wrote into the Colorado River Act “except as 
otherwise provided in this Act.” 

I could go on, I might say, Mr. Chairman, and cite some dozen or 
more cases here which I think I shall simply furnish for the record. 

I would like to conclude simply by saying this: That I am making 
no particular defense of this language because I certainly want the 
Federal project to comply with reclamation law, as I have indicated 
many times. And if the language can be eliminated without en- 
dangering any provisions of the bill, then I am wholly in agreement 
with it. The reason, as I indicated yesterday, for this language that 
appears, not only in this bill, but some dozen or more other bills 
which have been approved by the committee, is because of specific 
needs of the project. 

For example, we are setting a precedent in this legislation so far 
as I know in that we provide for a joint State operation, a coopera- 
tive agreement between a State and the Federal Government, which 
has heretofore never been done. Therefore, there is nothing written 
in basic reclamation law providing or authorizing that. 

I would want to be sure that if this language were stricken that 
sufficient language were written in making it specific that this agree- 
ment would be permissible as a part of reclamation law. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. You noticed the questions I asked the Governor and 
Mr. Banks were just along that line. Not fighting it but because of 
the unusual situation to ask whether or not it applied just to the 
features of a joint operation between the State and Federal Govern- 
ment. With that I have absolutely no complaint at all. 

Mr. Sisk. I completely agree with the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania with reference to that position. I might say the reason we 
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put it into the bill was a matter of what has become practice. I 
simply wanted to explain that. 

Mr. Rocers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sisk. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Rogers. For the benefit. of other members of the committee 
and the audience, please identify the volume. 

Mr. Sisk. I was citing precedents and I have quite a number that 
Ihave not listed from a volume named “Bureau of Reclamation Proj- 
ects, Feasibilities and Authorizations, in 1957, U.S. Department of the 
Interior,” and this is a compilation of the actual laws and I was read- 
ing from the act ual aut horization acts themselves. 

(With the permission of the chairman, Mr. Sisk submitted the fol- 
lowing list of authorizations containing identical or substantially 
similar language to that under discussion appearing in H.R. 5687 :) 

Red Bluff project, June 18, 1926; Collbran project, July 3, 1952: Colorado River 
storage project, April 11, 1956; Michaud Flats project, August 31, 1954; Rogue 
River Basin project, August 20, 1954; Santa Margarita project, July 28, 1954; 
Ventura River project, March 1, 1956; Vermejo project, September 27, 1950; 
Washita Basin project, February 25, 1956; Washoe project, August 1, 1956; 
Webber Basin project, August 29, 1949. 

Mr. Burpick. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocrrs. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpicx. Might not this whole problem be solved by adding 
three words in line 19, page 2: “In constructing, operating, maintain- 
ing the Federal aspects of San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be 
governed by the laws,” and so forth ? 

Mr. Sisk. I would assume my colleague has in mind striking the 
balance. 

Mr. Burpick. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I would be very happy to agree to that type of amend- 
ment if the “legal beagles” indicate that that would in no way affect 
the true intent. Because I want to assure this committee—and that is 
the reason I again indicate this—that we desire no special privilege or 
special program, but so far as the Federal San Luis proposal is con- 
cerned to comply 100 percent with reclamation law. I want to assure 
my colleagues that is the position we have taken and the position we 
will maintain, I am willing to make any change that will make that 
clear. 

I appreciate the comment by my colleague from North Dakota. 

Mr. Rogers. Any other questions? 

The committee will suspend until 2 p.m., at which time the hearings 
will be resumed. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for further consideration of the bills under consider- 
ation this morning and yesterday. 

The Chair has been advised that in the interest of time several 
people, being a long way from home, would like to get this matter 
expedited, so that they can get back to their homes and back to work. 
That is one reason that we are holding this meeting this afternoon. 
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Mr. Sisk tells me that he has arranged that several of the people 
desiring to testify may do so at the same time and subject themselves 
to questioning by committee members. 

On the list we have first the Westlands Water District representa- 
tives, Mr. J. E. O’Neill, president, and Mr. Charles T. Kaljian, pres- 
ident of the board of directors; and these other witnesses who wil] 
appear with them are Mr. Paul Staniford, Chamber of Commerce, 

resno, Calif.; Mr. Loyd Myers, AFL-CIO Building and Trades 
Council, Fresno, Calif. 

If you gentlemen will come forward and get your ammunition 
ready, we will be happy to hear you. 

We will be happy to hear from you first, Mr. O’Neill. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. O’NEILL, PRESIDENT, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. O’Newu. My name is J. E. O’Neill and I am from Fresno, 
Calif. I am appearing here today as president of the Westlands 
Water District. 

I wish first to take this opportunity to thank all the members of 
this subcommittee for the privilege of appearing before you once 
again in support of the San Luis project. 

We have come a long way since our first hearing in 1956, and the 
road at times has not been an easy one. In the time that has trans- 
pired, the concept of San Luis has changed from a strictly Federal 
project to one that encompasses an enlarged facility simultaneously 
providing water to the parched San Luis service area as a Federal 
undertaking and that forms an important link in the State of Cali- 
fornia’s plants to transport surplus northern water to the southern 
portions of our State where critical shortages exist. 

Further, in the year that has elapsed since my last appearance 
before you, the deep, but honest, differences of opinion among Cali- 
fornians as to the details of authorization have been composed to the 
point that responsible water leaders from one end of the State to the 
other are in complete agreement on them. 

I recall the admonitions on the part of members of this sub- 
committee to Californians at previous hearings to “get together” 
and present a legislative vehicle on San Luis that all segments of the 
State could support. We have done just that. 

Much of the credit for this accomplishment is due to Governor 
Brown whose leadership on water matters, among others, since his 
inauguration only a few short months ago has been of the highest 
order. 

As most of you no doubt know, the final details of the solution, 
involving amendments to the companion Senate and House bills, 
were agreed upon here in Washington only last Friday. These revi- 
sions have the approval of Governor Brown, of Senators Kuchel and 
Engle, of Congressman Sisk, and of many others who, I believe, are 
scheduled to testify before you. ] 

I cannot sufficiently praise the untiring efforts of our two splendid 
California Senators and of Congressman Sisk, who worked out this 
difficult problem in the best interests of both the United States and 
the State of California. 
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Since you have already heard testimony as to the technical and other 
details of the San Luis project from Bureau of Reclamation and State 
officials, I will not go into those matters. I do want to emphasize 
the fact that our problems are more critical by far than they were 
in 1956 and last year when I testified in this same subcommittee. The 
water table has receded further. I believe the situation is so critical 
at this moment that it will challenge the best efforts of the individual 
farmers of every district in the project’s proposed service area to 
survive until surface water reaches them. 

In closing I want to thank all of those, both in Washington and in 
California, that have worked so long and so hard on a solution to this 
vexing problem of composing the Federal and State interest in this 
unique project. On behalf of the farmers on the west side, I want 
to especially thank the members of this subcommittee for the sympa- 
thetic consideration given to our situation. 

May I once again stress the extreme urgency for this authorization 
and entreat you to act promptly on the legislation before you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Myers is next, I believe. 


STATEMENT OF LOYD M. MYERS, SECRETARY-MANAGER, FRESNO 
AND MADERA COUNTIES BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES 
COUNCIL, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. Myers. I am the secretary-manager of the Fresno and Madera 
Counties Building and Construction Trades Council. The council 
represents 23 building-trades unions with a combined membership of 
about 17,000 members. We have worked with many and varied groups 
in studying the feasibility of the San Luis project. We do not profess 
to be engineers nor do we profess to be economists. We do, however, 
profess to have the know-how to do the type of construction that is 
required on large flood-control and irrigation projects such as the one 
under discussion. 

The Delta-Mendota Canal system together with the Tracy pumping 
plant represents an investment of approximately $75 million, a tre- 
mendous investment. for the Federal Seviaiem We, as residents 
of this community, do not like to see such a tremendous investment 
idle for a good portion of each year when there is such a great need 
for its services in the area that it serves. 

There will be or already has been considerable testimony concerning 
the location, the availability, and the suitableness of using these facili- 
ties in the offpeak season so there will be little if any need for me 
to go into that phase of it. The people represented by the Building 
Trades Council have only one thing to sell and that is labor. They 
are particularly skilled at their trades as is evidenced by the flood- 
control and irrigation projects that have been built in the State by 
these very same members. The working people of the Madera, Merced, 
Kings, Fresno, and Tulare Counties, the small farmers, the mama- 
papa type merchants, and others of similar circumstances make up the 
small people of the area. 

These people have their life savings invested in the San Joaquin 


—? and in particular in the area that would be influenced by the 
San Luis project. 
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They are vitally interested in the economy of this community, and 
water is the key. We have many members who have worked in con- 
struction all their lives and have saved their money religiously go 
that they could retire on a little farm, a prune orchard, a chicken 
ranch, a vineyard, or a similar project and feel that they are some- 
what independent. 

There was a time when this was not only possible, but profitable. 
Due to the high cost of water this is no longer true. It has or wil] 
be established by testimony before this committee that the cost of a 
well is from $5,000 to $75,000 if it is capable of irrigating even 
small plot of land, and, of course, without irrigation, it is impossible 
to grow anything in the San Joaquin Valley. 

We know that there are many landowners in our part of the San 
Joaquin Valley, but there are far fewer farmers than there are farm- 
owners. We have found this to be directly the result of the high cost 
of irrigation facilities. We are forcing a large-scale operation and 
doing away with the so-called family-size farm due to this economic 
pressure. It has long been the aim of the U.S. Government to estab- 
lish economical family-size farms, thus placing more people on farms, 
But we find that the high cost of water is having just the opposite 
effect in thisarea. We believe that if the San Luis project is approved 
and built with Federal assistance that we will again be able to estab- 
lish the trend of a back-to-the-farm movement in this area. 

Testimony has or will be given that it is now costing in the neigh- 
borhood of $20 per acre-foot for irrigation water in the San Luis 
project area and it has or will be established by responsible engineer- 
ing data that water can be supplied in this very same area by using 
the existing facilities together with the proposed San Luis Reservoir 
and supply water for $7.50 per acre-foot ditch side. Even an amateur 
economist can see the advantages. 

We believe that if the Federal Government loaned the money for 
the construction of this project it would return to the Government in 
the form of taxes more than tenfold its original investment. We 
believe we can prove this statement by pointing out that desert land 
has little assessed evaluation for the purpose of taxation whereas a 
fully developed farm under an irrigation system has an assess 
evaluation many, many times greater than when in its original state. 
We know from past experience that when idle people without any 
income are suddenly put to work at a decent livable wage that the 
whole community seems to take a new lease on life and prosper far 
more than the added income would seem to warrant. There has or 
will be some testimony given before this committee to the effect that 
there is available water on part of the land that would be serviced 
by the San Luis Reservoir. 

We have already remarked on the cost of this water for irrigation 
purposes and we would like to further point out that in addition to 
the high cost of this water, the mineral content caused by excessive 
pumping is causing great concern. We have in the proposed con- 
struction area many hundreds of skilled construction workmen to- 
gether with efficient construction machinery in the amounts necessary 
to build large construction projects such as the one now under 
discussion. 

We have many competent contractors and engineers who are fa- 
miliar with this type of construction and in all too many cases these 
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men, this equipment, and these contractors are idle or only partially 
employed due to the redtape involved in getting this program and 
others of like nature started. 

There is also a serious amount of unemployment in other fields in 
our area that is seriously affecting the economy of the community 
and we know that if the San Luis project is authorized by this session 
of Congress there could be no actual construction started this year to 
relieve this situation. But we feel that authorization for the project 
would restore the confidence of the people of the community in their 
Government and its economic policies. With such confidence re- 
stored, we are confident that many businesses and building programs 
which have long been contemplated would become an actuality, thus 
making an immediate spurt in the economy of our community and 
give us the relief so badly needed. 
~ Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for charity, nor are we attempting 
to take unfair advantage of our fellow Americans from other sections 
of the country. We are, however, asking for a loan on a businesslike 
basis. We think we have ample collateral to offer for security. In 
fact, if the U.S. Government had as good security on all of its loans, 
we would never need worry about the national debt. 

I have said many times in the past, and I repeat, that I do not 
think that irrigation, reclamation, and flood-control projects cost the 
Federal Government, but instead pays the Government. These pro- 
grams are investments in the truest sense of the word. 
~ We know of some dissident groups who oppose Federal participa- 
tion in the San Luis project. We know also that it is impossible to 
meet all the objections voiced by various groups to the proposed bills 
for Federal participation, but we believe in and will support the bill 
that is before this committee today. 

In summing up, I would respectfully repeat this: 

1. We have the need for the project. 

2. We have the local support for it. 

3. We have the know-how and the equipment to build it. 

4, It would help solve our employment problem. 

5. The existing canal pumping plant and storage site are naturals. 

6. The loan would be repaid many times over and even though no 
interest would be charged directly, over a period of years the in- 
creased taxes would make it one of the highest interest rates ever paid 
on any loan in the history of the world. 

Mr. Rocrrs. We will hear now from Mr. Kaljian. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Karatan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to again appear before this subcommittee 
to present my views, as well as the views of the San Luis water dis- 
trict in support of the San Luis project. 

Iam Charles T. Kaljian, Los Banos, Calif., president of the San 
Luis water district. I have been a resident of California for 52 years 
and I am a landowner of the San Luis water district. I have farmed 
in other parts of the San Joaquin Valley. 

In my last appearance before you, I emphasized two main points. 
The first was the fact that the rapid depletion of our underground 
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water supplies had brought us to the point where it was questionable 
how long crops can continue to be produced at a profit. In this con- 
nection I pointed out that the quality of water , EMaie aae the crop 
pattern. In the San Joaquin Valley, successful farming requires 
a wide varity of crops. 

My second point relates to the heavy concentration of salt in our 
irrigation water. These concentrates are not only costly to the farm- 
er in replacement of pump parts and other well equipment, but are 
also highly detrimental to the soils of the area. The continued use 
of this highly saline water not only tends to destroy its productivity 
but will also lead to costly saasuneueas if and when water of a 
good quality becomes available. 

We have had several striking incidents in our valley where it was 
impossible to put fresh water into the soil following the use of saline 
well water without substantial chemical treatments to the soil. 

Last year I told you that we were nearing a point where both the 
quality of water and the cost of production was, with other farm 
costs, approaching the value of crops grown. In this ensuing year 
there has been a general agreement among the farmers in our area 
that we must take drastic steps if we are to remain in the farming 
business. We have taken those steps reluctantly realizing that if 
San Luis were authorized today construction would not provide water 
at a date early enough to prevent economic disaster for a substantial 
acerage within the boundaries of my district. 

We are in the process of constructing a “lift” system with a source 
of water at the Delta-Mendota Canal that will provide a supple- 
mental water supply for approximately 20,000 acres of land at the 
lower end of the San Luis water district. 

Our investment will be approximately $2,350,000. The water will 
be raised 390 feet in two lifts and we estimate the cost at roughly $15 
per acre-foot. This is strictly an emergency project. The improved 
quality of water will permit a certain amount of diversification and 
so compensate in part for the increased cost. 

On the other hand, we fully realize that the demands on the Delta- 
Mendota Canal through the exchange contract with Miller & Lux 
could easily reduce our investment to a gamble in any given year be- 
cause, lacking storage, water may or may not be available depending 
on the summer flow in the delta of the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Rivers. 

To many people this is a stopgap measure designed solely to keep 
us in business until the San Luis project water becomes available. 
We have endeavored to design this lift and distribution system so that 
it can be used when water from San Luis becomes available. 

I hope my testimony has impressed upon you gentlemen the critical 
condition in our area which is in no wise different than it is in many 
other places of the service areas of the San Luis project. For the 
moment we are, in a sense, fortunate to be adjacent. to the Delta-Men- 
dota Canal where we can utilize, in part, the water from that source. 

In closing, I wish again to thank the committee for the privilege 
of appearing today and I hope that my testimony has given additional 
emphasis to the critical situation that exists on the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Staniford. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL STANIFORD, FORMER PRESIDENT, FRESNO 
COUNTY AND CITY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AND CHAIRMAN 
OF ITS WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE 


Mr. Strantrorp. I am Paul Staniford, a Fresno attorney, former 

resident of the Fresno County and City Chamber of Commerce, and 
at the present time the chairman of its water resources committee. 

Over on the west side of Fresno, Kings, and Merced Counties in 
the great San Joaquin Valley of California in what we call the deep- 
well critical area, there are 500,000 acres of the most productive agri- 
cultural land in all this world. 

It is in danger of being turned back to ordinary rangeland for cattle 
and sheep, unless supplemental water is brought from the outside by 
means of the San Luis Reservoir and water distributing system. 

If that catastrophe happens, it will mean a loss of crops now grown 
in that vicinity of the value of $55 million annually. There is no 
exaggeration in assuming the possibility of such a dire result. The 

resent annual overdraft of water in that area is in excess of 1 mil- 
fion acre-feet—more than all the accumulation of water from all known 

resent sources of supply in a year of average rainfall. I mean rain- 

all there on the valley floor and snowfall in the tributary mountains 
of the Sierra Nevada. 

It is not to be thought that an annual curtailment of $50 million in 
farm production is a local matter. Far from that. When you take 
into account the layoff of people engaged in agricultural labor running 
into thousands of people; the drop in sales and repair of agricultural 
equipment of all Binds: the curtailment of transportation of equip- 
ment, supplies, and produce; the drop in volume of crops—you have 
a pattern of loss which means ruin in the immediate locality and 
which reaches out importantly to the financial centers of San Fran- 
cisco and Los Angeles and to the economy of the entire region. 

The protection against that kind of calamity is available in the San 
Luis Reservoir. There are those of us who know that 714 million 
acre-feet of water flows into San Francisco Bay through the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin River delta every winter and is washed out into 
the Pacific Ocean without doing one particle of good for the land 
from which it comes. 

We know it would be nothing short of criminal folly to propose that 
we in the affected portion of the San Joaquin Valley should do without 
that million dete fost of water. 

It would be almost as indefensible to propose that in order to get 
the small part we need of that 714 million acre-feet which is wastin 
winter after winter, we need resort to a new system of canals an 
pumping plants. There is no reason to duplicate and to parallel 
the already existing Delta-Mendota Canal which lies there totally 
unused during the winter season or to duplicate the Tracy pumping 
plant which lies unusued during the same winter period. They repre- 
sent an aggregate investment of some $63 million. 

Those essential facilities should be put to use. They can be put to 
use for us in our mortal need by the mere construction of 3 miles of 
conduit and lift facilities to raise the water from the present. level 
of the Delta-Mendota Canal to safe storage behind the San Luis Dam. 
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It can be done and should be done, and the San Luis Reservoir and 
facilities should be built for coordination with the Feather River 
project and the overall California water plan. 

Built with or for an ultimate storage capacity of 2,100,000 acre. 
feet, we would have before it is too late, the million acre-feet to keep 
the critical 500,000 acres in production. 

And against the day of need, there would be the remaining supply 
for the great region south of the Tehachapi Mountains. The critica] 
area in Fresno, Kings, and Merced Counties there in the San Joaquin 
Valley needs relief now before the overdraft of our deep wells pumps 
sea water or wreaks other havoc. 

Construction of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir; connection with 
the existing Delta-Mendota Canal; and the construction of the new 
San Luis Canal to carry the waters to those 500,000 acres will be a 
blessing and a boon, not to local people alone, but to all in the State 
and the Nation who depend upon the rich produce of that land. 

Mr. Rogers. Let me say that we are very happy to have you people 
here in Washington on this mission. There may be some questions, so 
if you will just have a seat there, gentlemen, there may be some ques- 
tions someone may want to ask. 

Mr. Sisk will be identified first. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Kaljian, I would just like for you, if you will, to 
briefly summarize a point or two that you made in your statement, 
because I think it might be of interest to the members that are here, 
regarding the desperate need for additional water and actually what 
is being done with reference to a lift pump, how much money you 
were investing in what amounts to desperate temporary help at the 
present time. 

Would you just comment on that? 

Mr. Kastan. Mr. Sisk, in our particular area we have considerable 
trouble with the water table dropping. At the present time, we are 
lifting over 600 feet. Our casings are being worm eaten by the salt 
water and probably broken into by earth shifting. I took a picture 
of one of my wells about 2 months ago. We were having trouble with 
it. And we found certain breaks in the casing. 

Another farmer about 4 miles from me had a well 3 years old. When 
they installed that well, they used five-sixteenth-inch steel instead of 
quarter inch, and they had trouble with the pump, and when they 
pulled the pump, a large section of the casing came along with the 
pump. And that was only in the matter of 3 years. That installation 
would run well over $40,000. 

At the present time, in my place, we have two wells, and we are 
getting less water from the two wells than we originally got from one. 

So, what we are doing: Owners of about 20,000 acres of land got 
together, and we are putting in a lift system from the Delta-Mendota 
Canal. We are going to lift that water a total of about 390 feet. 
We will use a total of about 6,000 horsepower. We will have about 
22 miles of open ditch taking the water to our lands, hoping that we 
can stay in farming, stay there until we can get cheaper water. 

This water is going to cost us approximately $15 to $16 an acre-foot. 
And, of course, we could not stay in business forever at that rate. 

Our contract with the Bureau is so worded that we can take water 
from the San Luis Canal if and when it is built. So we can benefit, 
as the rest of them, from their enormous pumps at the San Luis site. 
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Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Kaljian. 

I know you have lived very closely with this situation for a great 
many years, and I remember very well your testimony before this 
committee last year, and I know the committee would be quite im- 
pressed with your own personal experience and that is why I wanted 
to hear from you of the conditions in this area. 

Mr. Staniford, I know you are representing the city and county 
chamber of commerce and representing over 400,000 people in Fresno 
County. I wonder if you would briefly comment as to the possible 
effects of this project on that group of people; its importance, for 
example, to the cities as well as to the farmers themselves. 

Mr. Srantrorp. Mr. Chairman, there are about 500,000 acres of this 
rich west side land in cultivation over on the west side of Fresno, 
Kings, and Merced Counties, and the problem there, the catastrophe 
that would result if San Luis water is not made available, would cause 
a drop in agricultural revenue of approximately $50 million annually. 

Now, that would, of course, mean a tremendous layoff of agricultural 
labor. It would reduce the amount of transportation that would be 
used to carry supplies and equipment into eosin country, and it 
would reduce the transportation offered to carry produce out to market. 
It could cut down the amount of agricultural insurance business done 
on those crops. It would reduce the sales of farm implements and 
equipment and repairs of all kinds. And, in short, the havoe that 
would result from that kind of curtailment would not be a local 
tragedy, it would reach the entire length and breadth of the State. It 
would invade the financial centers in Los Angeles and San Francisco, 
and since ready help is available in the form of the San Luis Reservoir 
and distributing system, we think that that is a sensible means of 
staving off parents of real disaster proportions; and that message 
has come home to the people who live in the towns and the cities of 
that part of the San Joaquin Valley as well as to the people who are 
directly interested as landowners or farmers or farm laborers. We are 
allinthe same boat. We need this help, and we can get the help more 
quickly through San Luis by bringing the water in from the outside 
to supplement the present supply than any other possible way in this 
world. 

I could say lots more, Mr. Chairman, but in the interest of brevity, 
that, I think, directly answers your question. 

Mr. Sisk. The committee may have specific questions, but I wanted 
to get. the brief résumé, because I know of the intense imievesi vx all 
four of you gentlemen in this project and in the general area. 

I just have one further question, Mr. Staniford. In line with what 
you say, I realize this has something to do with the overall philosophy 
of those of us in the West who believe so firmly in reclamation. There 
is a sense in which—to permit a great area of this kind to deteriorate 
to the point of what almost amounts to going back to desert—it would 
actually affect the whole country to its disadvantage. 

Would you not agree with that statement ? 

_ Mr. Sranirorp. It is certainly a matter of nationwide concern. It 
is not local to San Joaquin or the Pacific slope or the western region, 
Mr. Chairman, as you have indicated, I firmly believe that it reaches 
out into the entire economy of the United States and, of course, be- 


comes of more concentrated proportions as you move west toward the 
locality itself. 
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Mr. Sisk. Mr. Myers, you, of course, as I understand it, are repre- 
senting the AFL-CIO Building & Trades Council in Fresno within 
two or three counties. Is it Madera and Fresno counties? 

Mr. Myers. They are not included in the people that I represent 
for hire, so to speak. But I am speaking for them today. I have 
their permission to speak for them. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you indicate, Mr. Myers, some of your feeling and 
the feeling of the people that you represent as to the importance of 
this project to the area involved ? 

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, it is the feeling of the build- 
ing trades peoples that I represent in the many meetings that we have 
held that, as you have indicated and other persons have indicated, it 
is of nationwide importance. It does not just affect the one com- 
munity alone, and if it did, we do not think that it would be amiss to 
ask for it at this time. But we feel that it is nationwide. And, since 
most of us who work for a living, whether we are still working as 
agricultural workers or not, started out life on a farm, we all have that 
desire some day to own a farm of our own, to go back and retire on 
that farm, and we know from experience and from testimony that has 
been given that it is physicall impossible to start farming in the San 
Joaquin Valley without a lower cost of water and a greater supply 
than is now present in the San Luis area. 

We have testimony that it costs from $5,000 to $75,000 to get a well 
that is capable of irrigating a substantial plot of ground, one that a 
family could make a living on, and there is no construction person that 
I know of, or any agricultural worker, who has ever saved that much 
money or could turn loose over that much even if he had saved it, to 
go into a farming venture. 

We have, of course, lots of construction machinery in the area that 
we use to build the Central Valley project and the dams, the power 
projects, and related features. We have the contractors, the engineers, 
and the workmen in the area who, to a great extent, are either unem- 
ployed or partially unemployed. We feel that we could build this 
project now at a lesser cost to all concerned than we could in the future. 
We feel that time is of the essence, that it is a necessary project, and 
that, as somebody mentioned this morning, we should start slinging 
dirt instead of mud. 

Mr. Sisk. You would agree with me then, Mr. Myers, would you 
not, that at the present time, under the present system of farm oper- 
ation, in this great 500,000-acre area, it is impossible for the great 
majority of us to engage in farming operations—and I am speaking 
of those of us who are of modest income and modest means—due to 
the tremendous cost involved in securing water ? 

Mr. Myers. I believe that with all my heart. And I know this, that 
there has been a tendency for people to get away from their farming 
ventures due to the high cost of water in that particular area, relative 
to more people engaged in the farming venture. I think now is the 
time to do it. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Myers. 

Now, Mr. O'Neill, as president of the Westlands Water District and 
a man I know has been concerned about water in this area for a long, 
long time, I just wonder if you would briefly give us your own per- 
sonal experience as briefly as possible, how long you have been en- 
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aged in this, and how important you may feel it is to the area, and 
the feeling generally of the Westlands Water District, which, as I un- 
derstand, represents the majority of the area to be served, at least a 
good part of it. dit, y 

Mr. O’Netu. Mr. Chairman, I started farming in this area about 
1926, when the water table was approximately 100 to 150 feet. Now it 
is from 400 to as much as 800 feet. 

There are lands now that are going out of production, because we 
just cannot continue to drill the new wells and provide equipment 
with higher horsepower motors. Gradually a substantial part of 
that area will go out of production unless we get a supplemental 
water supply. 

I appeared before you in 1956 and 1958, and my testimony is on 
record. I just urge this committee to do everything possible to speed 
up this legislation. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. O'Neill. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. What surplus crops are raised on these 500,000 acres? 

Mr. Myers. There is some cotton, some wheat, some barley, some 
seed alfalfa and cantaloups. But if we get a different type of water, 
we will go into specialty crops that are not now in oversupply. 

At the present time, we cannot plant trees, because the salt in the 
water kills the trees. In the Santa Clara Valley they are pulling up 
their apricots and their walnuts and their prunes, and they are looking 

. for places in our area to plant those crops. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you do some sugar beet growing down there? 
Could you grow sugar beets with this water? 

Mr. Myers. There are some sugar beets grown in the area. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. O'Neill, if this bill passes, the Westlands Water 
District will have consummated its desires. Will it still then be will- 
ing to cooperate with the desire of the rest of the States? 

r.O’Neu. I donot get your question, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. When this bill passes, you have got yours, but the 
rest of the State has not got its. 

Now, is Westlands going to cooperate with the rest of the State, or 
what is going to happen / 

Mr. O’Newu. I cannot speak for Westlands, Mr. Hosmer, but I will 
speak for myself. I am interested in seeing the rest of the State of 

alifornia supplied with water whenever it is possible to give it to 
them. 

Mr. Hosmer. You said that last year, and I just wanted to make 
sure that as victory draws nigh you folks of the Westlands District 
do not forget the rest of us in California. 

Mr. O’Netii. We shall not. 

Mr. Sisk. Does the gentleman from Montana have any questions? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from New Mexico. 

_Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out, in connec- 
tion with these types of crops that Mr. Hosmer mentioned that, with 
mereased and stable water supply, I think sugar beets will probably be 
amore important crop on this project, because it appears to me that it 
is ideally suited for it. 

That isall, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Buroick. I was interested when you referred to crops. What 
kind of wheat do you raise? 

Mr. Myers. I cannot answer that. Ido not raise any wheat. 

Mr. O’Netuu. There is a very small acreage of wheat grown in that 
whole territory. 

Mr. Burorck. Is it soft red? 

Mr. O’Nettu. Soft red. 

Mr. Burpicx. Would you call it pie wheat ? 

Mr. O’Nettx. I guess it would be called pie wheat 

Mr. Buroicx. Any large acreages ? 

Mr. O’Neu. No. Our lot is not very big. 

Mr. Burpick. Are any of you gentlemen really acquainted with 
farming ¢ 

Mr. O’Net. I have been at it 35 years. 

Mr. Burvicx. I have heard some place that the w ater costs will 
be $15 an acre when this planned project gets into operation. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Speaking for West: nds, the price we have from the 
Reclamation Bureau is $7.50 an acre- foot ‘anal-side. In addition to 
that, we estimate that we will have to pay probably $5 to 6 an acrea 
year in project repayment for the distribution sy stem. If we use 2 
acre-feet of water per year, that would be a total of $20 or $10 an 
acre-foot. There may be another dollar an acre added to that for dis- 
tribution costs and maintenance. 

Mr. Buroick. It might run to $15 an acre for everything ? 

Mr. O’Netxu. $20 an acre but $10 an acre-foot. We talk about it in 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Burpick. Knowing the community and knowing the types of 
crops they raise, can these farmers make a go of it at those prices? 

Mr. O’ NEIL. Well, it is costing us approximately that much now, 
and under present conditions we can take care of it, but not very much 
more. 

Mr. Morris. It is costing you approximately that much now, and 
your water supply is not stable actually. As I understood your testi- 
mony, the water table has fallen from 180 to close to 800 feet. The 
more the water table lowers, everyone knows the more expensive it is, 
and the more unreliable it is, when it gets to that depth, and I think 
these operating costs would decrease. 

Mr. O’Netru. I think that is true, and as has been brought out, this 
type of underground water does not lend itself to diversification of 
crops. We probably can take on other crops when we get this water. 

Mr. Burpick. I understand there will be a different content to that 
water, too. It will not be as injurious. 

Mr. O’Netrx. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Ranpauu. This may have been covered before I came in. What 
is the length in miles of this? 

Mr. O’Net. Seventy-five miles. 

Mr. Ranparu. And this question may also have been answered, and 
I may have missed it. What isthe alternative to this? What is sug- 
gested would become of the area without this? 

Mr. O’Nemu. Little by little it would go back to desert. 

Mr. Sisk. Were there any other questions now ¢ 
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Certainly I want to express my deep appreciation to all of you 
gentlemen for being here and extend the hope, of course, that you will 
be back, but not in the capacity to testify on this particular project. 
And I hope I am not being too optimistic. We have been very deeply 
apprec iative of your testimony, and with that, you gentlemen, then, 
will be dismissed. 

I would like at this time to recognize for a moment Mr. C. W. Bates, 
secretary-manager of the Central California Irrigation District. 

I might mention for the benefit of the committee that Mr. Bates is 
accompanied by two gentlemen from the general area or adjacent 
area to be served by this project, Merced County. 

We are certainly happy to have you gentlemen here before the 
committee. 

Mr. Bates, I believe you had a statement to make? 


STATEMENT OF C. W. BATES, SECRETARY-MANAGER, CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a prepared statement which I will submit for the record but not take 
the time of this committee to read at this time. 

I would be glad to make a few brief remarks, if it is in order, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. If you will, just make such comments as you desire to 
make, Mr. Bates, regarding your testimony. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, we three are in the uni ique position, you 
might say, of being here today not looking for additional enna ‘but 
to ‘make sure that. we are protected from the water that is to be 
applied to the San Luis area. 

We soeneoe the area that is now irrigated lying at lower eleva- 
tions than the San Luis unit area. 

In close cooperation with all interests in the State, the wording of 
the new bill is satisfactory to us, and we feel it does give us the pro- 
tection to which the established area is entitled. 

So we are very happy to fully support the San Luis project bill to 
get water to those uplying lands at the earliest possible date. 

Mr. Sisk. And just one question that I would have, then, Mr. Bates, 
for the purposes of the record. As I understand the present lan- 
guage, now, regarding the drainage, it is completely satisfactory to 
you and to those people whom you represent 4 

Mr. Bares. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. Do any members of the committee have any questions 
of these gentlemen ¢ 

Does my colleague from California have any questions ? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate very much you gentlemen 
being here with us. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF C. W. BATES, SECRETARY-MANAGER OF THE CENTRAL CALIFORNIA 
IRRIGATION District, Los BANOos, CALIF., CONCERNING THE SAN Luis UNIT 
OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY ProJectT (H.R. 301) 


My name is C. W. Bates. I am secretary-manager of the Central California 
Irrigation District, with headquarters in Los Banos, Merced County, Calif., near 
the site of the proposed San Luis Reservoir. I am representing ike today, in 
addition to the Central California Irrigation District, the San Luis Canal Co., 
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the Firebaugh Canal Co., the Columbia Canal Co., and the West Side Soil Gon- 
servation Districts Association, which together serve approximately 350,000 acres 
of highly developed farmlands on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, which 
have been successfully irrigated and farmed since the 1870's, or almost 90 years. 
The four districts and companies operate jointly under a common watermaster 
under the so-called Contract for Exchange of Waters with the United States 
wherein their water supply of up to 855,000 acre-feet annually is received largely 
through the Delta Mendota Canal of the Central Valley project from the Sac. 
ramento River, in exchange for the transfer of water under their basic water 
rights on the San Joaquin River for use in the Friant-Kern and Madera Canals 
of the Central Valley project. I would like to point out that this agreement 
to exchange physical water was the key which made possible the original fea- 
tures of the Central Valley project. 

We are in the pecular position of being here today, not trying to secure an 
additional or supplemental water supply, but rather to attempt to protect our- 
Selves as best we can, with your help, from the effects necessarily arising from 
the application of new imported water supplies in large quantities on lands 
lying at elevations higher than the lands now being irrigated. We have had 
a small sample of the inevitable drainage problem, by actual experience, with 
the application of waiter on higher elevation lands by the Delta Mendota Canal 
and are determined to do everything within our power to prevent possibly greater 
damage and even disastrous consequences from the even greater amounts of 
water contemplated to be imported into the San Joaquin Valley by the San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project. 

Before going any further into the problem with which we are confronted, 
I would like to make our position absolutely clear: that we have no quarrel 
with the absolute necessity of importing new water supplies into the San so quin 
Valley at the earliest possible date, in order that these higher elevation lands 
may continue to produce and contribute to the economy of our country, 

We do, however, believe that it would be extremely unfair and unreaiistic to 
spend billions of dollars for new irrigation projects unless and until adequate 
provisions are made for the disposal of detrimental! drainage waters that will 
necessarily result from such new projects. It will avail us little if we drown 
out and waterlog the lower lying lands by the introduction of new water supplies 
on the higher lands without adequate drainage disposal facilities. The history 
of many great past civilizations, particularly in the Middle East, bear silent 
witness to the neglect of the drainage problem which resulted in the actual 
physical destruction of vast areas of formerly highly productive land. We 
cannot afford to let this happen here. 

A vast array of technical data could be presented here on the geography, 
water quality, and other factors bearing on the drainage problem in the San 
Joaquin Valley, but in the interests of brevity I would like to quote just one 
summation sentence from the statement of the California Department of Water 
Resources before the joint committee on water problems of the Legislature of 
the State of California, at a hearing held on October 15, 1956, in Los Banos. 

“The drainage problems of the San Joaquin Valley cannot be solved on a 
piecemeal uncoordinated basis. There must be a master drainage outlet to 
salt water in order that local drainage systems * * * may have a place of dis- 
posal without endangering existing water supplies.” 

The foresight, judgment, and cooperation of the State of California and in 
particular of its department of water resources, in making a 4-year study of 
the valley’s drainage problem, and in making this conduit to tidewater a prin- 
cipal feature of the California water plan, is to be commended. 

The farmers in the presently irrigated areas realize and agree that there must 
be adequate local drainage facilities constructed, but before these can be effective 
they must have an outlet other than the next man down the hill, and such outlet 
ean only be the proposed master drainage conduit. 

The farmers also realize that the cost of the main laterals to this master drain- 
age conduit and the cost of other drainage ditches, conduits, wells and other 
means of capturing, transporting and disposing of unusable drainage waters, 
both surface and underground, should be borne by each area on an equitable 
basis in proportion to the contribution of each area to the whole drainage 
problem, and we are not expecting the San Luis unit service areas to carry more 
than their share. ° 

We believe that this master drainage conduit should be a State project, because 
the drainage problem exists, not only in our immediate area, but throughout the 
length and breadth of the San Joaquin Valley. However, it is also realized 
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realistically that the proponents of the Federal San Luis project do not desire 
to be placed in a position whereby the entire project is brought to a halt by 
failure of assurances from the State of California that suitable provision will be 
made for the proposed master drainage conduit. Therefore, after consultation 
with Congressman Sisk, the department of water resources and other agencies, 
the wording of the amendment as proposed by Congressman Sisk is believed to be 
satisfactory and fair to all parties concerned with the San Luis project. 

The pertinent portions of H.R. 301 with the deletions (struck) and additions 
(italic) would therefore read as follows, starting with section 1, subparagraph 
(2) on line 3 of page 3 of H.R. 301: “(2) received satisfactory assurance from 
the State of California that it will make provision for a master drainage outlet 
and disposal channel for the San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the 
California water plan, Bulletin Numbered 3, of the California Department of 
Water Resources, which will adequately serve, by connection therewith, the 
drainage system for the San Luis unit er hes made provision in aeeordanee with 
section 4 of this Act for meeting the drainage requirements of the San Luie 
anit; or has made provision for constructing the San Luis interceptor drain to 
the delta designed to meet the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit as 
generally outlined in the San Luis project report by the Bureau of Reclamation 
of May 1955.” 

With this proposed amendment, in the event the State of California does not 
construct the master drainage outlet and disposal channel, which we hope and 
pray will be the case, the San Luis unit will at least take care of the drainage 
arising from its own area, and in conjunction with section 4 of H.R. 301 allow 
possible joint usage of the facilities so constructed. 

Mr. Stsk. Now we will call to the witness stand, Mr. Warren Butler, 
vice chairman of the board of directors of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, of Los Angeles. Along with him I 
believe it was you agreed that we would have Mr. William S. Peterson, 

eneral manager and chief engineer, Department of Water and Power, 
e Angeles, Calif. 

Mr. Butler, you indicated Mr. Cooper would be here with you also. 


STATEMENTS OF WARREN W. BUTLER, VICE CHAIRMAN, BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA; WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL 
MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND 
POWER, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.; CHARLES C. COOPER, JR., GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA; AND REX B. GOODCELL, JR., ASSISTANT CITY AT- 
TORNEY, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, LOS ANGELES, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Butter. Yes, sir. Mr. Cooper, general counsel of the water 
district. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, before these gentlemen testify, I would 
like to say that each of them has been outstanding for his work in 
connection with the southern California water matters and has con- 
tributed greatly to that fast growing area of the State. 

This will provide the water needed to keep things growing, and I am 
sure after this program is settled, there will be many more matters 
to which they will devote their intelligent effort. 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up any more 
of the committee’s time than necessary, but in view of the fact that 
we were here taking one position last year, and that in the interest 
of conciliation and compromise we have somewhat modified that 
position, I think it would be well if I would read, as rapidly as 
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ossible, this statement because the basis of that is clearly set forth 
in the statement, and I would like to get that before the committee, 

Mr. Sisk. I might say the chairman agrees with the gentleman, 
and I think that would be the proper way to proceed here, Mr. Butler, 
So you just go right ahead. 

Mr. Burier. My name is Warren W. Butler. I ame vice chairman 
of the board of directors of the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, a political subdivision of the State of Cali- 
fornia, operating in five major counties of that State and organized 
for the purpose of providing supplementary water supplies to our 
member agencies on the coastal plain of southern California. We 
appreciate the time the committees of the U.S. Senate and _ the 
House of Representatives are giving to consideration of one of the 
important phases of the many sided California State water problems, 
I am pleased to appear today not only to comment on the bill before 
you but also to discuss the relationship which the project proposed 
unavoidably has to the entire California water problem, including 
the necessity of major future deliveries of supplementary supplies 
into southern California. 

The Metropolitan Water District strongly favors the construction 
of the San Luis Reservoir. However, we have found it necessary 
to urge certain amendments we are convinced are necessary to pro- 
tect the people served by the district. Our board does not now and 
never has opposed owners of the 500,000 acres in this project. ob- 
taining the benefits of Federal financing including the advancement 
of money without payment of interest for constructing these works. 

But we have been concerned that the San Luis service area shall 
not receive what they desire on a basis that might seriously jeopard- 
ize the interests of approximately 7 million people who live in our 
district as well as considerable other southern California territory 
south of the Kings County line proposed to be served by a State 
water development project. 

We have, we think, made every effort to be reasonable in a manner 
consistent with the basic interests of our people. We gladly acceded 
to the request of Governor Brown that we meet with the people con- 
cerned on both sides of these issues. Some agreements have been 
reached which, if agreeable to Congress, we think can be the means 
of reaching an honorable compromise in which all parties concerned 
can have faith. The following is our understanding of the points 
involved in this compromise : 

(1) Recognition that a contract. for construction and operation of 
works jointly required by the Federal and State projects on a fair 
and equitable basis is most essential and all parties will cooperate 
in seeking successful conclusion of negotiations for such a contract. 

(2) The deadline date for negotiation of such a contract as set in 
the bill will be amended to January 1, 1962, but that construction 
may begin as soon as a contract is signed and money is provided. We 
earnestly hope that this can be much earlier than the deadline date 
because of the dire need for water supplies in some areas involved. 

(3) As a future measure to increase confidence and avoid misun- 
derstanding the language of section 7 of S. 1887 of the last congres- 
sional session would be restored so that the point at which Federal 
laws will cease to apply and State laws will prevail is clearly and 
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unmistakably set forth. In view of the confusion which now exists 
in many fields over the applicability of Federal and State laws we 
think this provision would greatly increase the confidence of our peo- 
ple in the legislation. : ; 

May I point out, Mr. Chairman, parenthetically, that we are like 
the fellow who does not like the idea of having to work for two bosses. 
We think that if it can be clearly demonstrated that we are dealing 
with the State and we are subject to their regulations and their regu- 
lations only in this matter, it will greatly simplify a project which is 
difficult to administer at best. 

(4) Our people attach great importance to assurance that the joint 
facilities, including chiefly the San Luis Reservoir and main trans- 
mission canal, be adequate in size and that both the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State have equal rights in their use consistent with such 
reasonable operating conditions as may be set forth in the contract. 
Together with provisions of the bill as now drawn this can be assured 
if all parties will reasonably cooperate in the contract negotiations. 

(5) The State administration to cause to be introduced and press 
for passage a bill authorizing that when a contract is negotiated and 
entered into, title to the site of the San Luis Reservoir may be either 
transferred by the State to the Federal Government or jointly shared 
as the congressional bill and/or the terms of the contract may dictate. 

May we emphasize that good faith and reasonableness on all sides 
is essential to the success of this compromise. They will continue to 
be necessary indefinitely as the passage of this bill, signing of the 
contract and construction of the works will by no means settle all 
problems that will necessarily arise from time to time. 

These joint works will form, so to speak, the “neck of the bottle” 
through which a vast amount of water out of the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta area must be delivered in the future to a vast addi- 
tional area of the San Joaquin Valley and other portions of central 
and southern California in addition to the 500,000 acres of the San 
Luis service area. Thus the design of this “neck of the bottle” and 
its future operational policies become of exceptional importance. We 
would like to stress this fact to Congress and the Department of the 
Interior in their action in drafting this legislation and the subsequent 
terms of the contract. 

Because of this “neck of the bottle” situation and the fact that the 
500,000 acres constitute only a minor fraction of the area to be served 
by the two governments our board of directors feels actual operation 
of the joint facilities after completion of construction should be a 
function of the California State Department of Water Resources as 
made possible by section 3, paragraph (g) of the bill as now drawn. 

This congressional legislation should not result in any preferences 
to the Federal Government’s contractors to receive water made avail- 
able by the San Luis project, over the rights of the State’s contractors 
to receive water sad available by the Feather River—delta diver- 
sions projects. The relative rights to such water with due security 
to all parties concerned should be established under State law. 

So that there may be no chance of misunderstanding let me say that 
the terms of the compromise herein described apply to S. 44 and H.R. 
301 as they are now drawn or as the compromise terms propose that 


nt be modified. Our board has approved the compromise on this 
1s. 
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Mr. Chairman, I think I had better point out clearly that these 
compromise terms are written into the new bill as you have drawn 
it, and we are satisfied with the bill as you have drawn it. 

Mr. Sisk. I was just going to ask you the conclusion for the pur- 

oses of the record if that compromise, as you understand it, is set 
Forth in H.R. 5687. 

Mr. Bouruer. That is correct. Our board has approved the com- 
promise on this basis. ; 

If the legislation, both Federal and State, is approved and the 
contract drawn and signed, may we npr out that it is of extreme 
importance that funds to begin work be provided at the earliest pos- 
sible date. Both in the San Luis service area and in portions of the 
area to be served by the State the point of extreme need has already 
been reached. This is a matter of concern to all California because 
of its significance to our whole economy. Now that agreement has 
been reached every effort should be made to realize the benefits to 
our economy which it will make possible. We join with others in- 
terested in urging all speed on provisions for financing. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Butler, for a very fine statement. 

Mr. Peterson, do you havea prepared statement now ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir, I do. My statement is short but I will 
add a sentence or two to it. 

Mr. Sisk. Without objection, I will say to the committee, we will 
hear the witnesses who have statements and then question these gen- 
tlemen en bloc. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

You may proceed, Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL MANAGER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, LOS 
ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is William S. Peterson. I am the general manager and chief 
engineer of the Department of Water and Power of the city of Los 
Angeles, Calif. I have with me on my left Mr. Rex Goodcell, our 
legal counsel. And in my presentation, I am presenting the ideas of 
our board of water and power commissioners. 

I am very pleased to appear on behalf of H.R. 5687, and join with 
many other interested agencies who have come into agreement on 
these recent amendments and who are urging the passage of this 
bill. I commend the Governor of California and his representatives 
in having a responsible part in bringing about this agreement of 
various interests. 

In line with my previous testimony on the bills for the San Luis 
project, my chief concern has been that the right of the State to an 
adequate share of the full development of the San Luis Reservoir be 
at until State legislation could be consummated on the Feather 

iver project. I believe that the bill, H.R. 5687, and the significant 
support it is receiving, will expedite the necessary State legislation 
so that the combination of the January 1, 1962, cutoff date and the 
mandatory design and construction so that the project may be either 
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expanded to the ultimate capacity or built initially to the ultimate 
capacity will protect the State’s interest. 

Ve are also pleased to have a direct statement in the bill to clarify 
the fact that the areas served by the State project will not be subject 
to the 160-acre limitation under Federal reclamation law. The use 
of section 7 of S. 1887 of last year is satisfactory. 

I would like to add additionally to my statement that as a result 
of certain discussions in the two committees, both Senate and House, 
on this proposition, there may have to be some modification in the 
bill before it becomes final legislation. If this should develop, we will 
follow the progress and will be happy to send in a supplemental state- 
ment relative to our position on such changes as might seem appro- 
priate. And I would request permission to supplement these remarks 
if such eventuality should happen. 

Again, in closing, I request that favorable action be taken on H.R. 
5687. 

I thank your committee for the opportunity of appearing before 

ou. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Peterson, very much. 

Mr. Coorer. Mr. Chairman, might I just say it is my understand- 
ing that section 8 of the reclamation law of 1902 would apply to this 
project. The bill, of course, provides that the Secretary must have 
assurance of his ability to secure all rights to the use of water which 
are necessary to carry out the project, and that, therefore, would be, 
of course, the acquisition of such rights in accordance with California 
law. 

Mr. Sisk. It is certainly the Chair’s understanding that of course 
it would require the securing of those water rights under California 
law. 

Mr. Coorrr. That was my understanding, but I wanted to make that 
comment. 

And the other comment would be that it is my understanding 
Mr. Dominy has presented a letter, and I know he has presented a let- 
ter from Assistant Secretary Aandahl, suggesting further changes in 
the bill, and if those were to be made we would like permission to 
make a brief written comment on them and will furnish that at an 
early date to the committee. 

Mr. Sisk. The Chair knows of no objections if you wish to file a sup- 
plemental statement with the committee during its continued consid- 
eration of the bill. 

The gentleman from California is recognized for any questions. 

Mr. Saunp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask Mr. Butler: 

Mr. Butler, did you have any conference with the people in River- 
side County lately, since this compromise? 

Mr. Burier. Judge Saund, we have two members of our board of 
directors who are residents of Riverside County. One of them is Mr. 
Farrar, of Corona. The other is Mr. Boylin, of the city of Riverside. 
Mr. Farrar has been ill. However, Mr. Boylin has been in attendance 
at all of our meetings, so far as I can recall, and has participated in 
discussions regarding these matters. 

Mr. Saunp. Are you aware that just a few days ago they had a 
meeting in Riverside of all the leaders on this water ec eal and they 
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expressed some apprehension about this plan, that the water would not 
reach Riverside County ? 

Mr. Burier. You are speaking about what is known as Bulletin 
Numbered 78, which is a report by Mr. Banks, who testified here this 
morning. It involves the setting up of what you might call a pattern 
for the delivery of water into southern California by way of, I think, 
three different routes. 

Our board has not as yet had the time to study that report to eval- 
uate it and to make any comments to Mr. Banks about it. In other 
words, we are not in a position with respect to the matter about which 
you speak, this scheduling of the project and the timing of the time 
when, for example, water would be delivered to Riverside County, as 
to whether we feel that that is a sound plan the way that Mr. Banks 
has outlined it, or not. 

We are, however, in the process of doing that, and the members 
from Riverside Couty certainly will have as much opportunity as 
anyone else to participate in the discussion that will take place when 
our chief engineer makes his report. 

Mr. Saunp. I read some newspaper reports of the meeting in 
Riverside in a Riverside paper. You would have no objection if I 
asked permission from the chairman to put in the record the thinking 
of the people of Riverside. 

They seemed to be quite disturbed about it, but I am not acquainted 
with the situation in detail. 

Mr. Sisk. Would my colleague yield to me at that point? 

Is it my understanding that this problem this gentleman is dis- 
cussing has to do with certain aspects of the California water plan 
and has no connection, at least so far as the Chair knows, with this 
specific project ? 

Mr. Saunp. Does it have any connection with this project ? 

Mr. Butter. It would seem to me 

Mr. Saunp. I do not want to belabor the point. I just would like 
to have the opportunity to present the thinking of the people of River- 
side County in this matter. 

Mr. Sisk. Has the gentleman requested unanimous consent to insert 
this in the record ? 

Mr. Saunp. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Notwithstanding that it does not bear on this project! 

Mr. Saunp. Only if it is pertinent to this project. 

Mr. Burier. Mr. Chairman, if it has any bearing on the merits of 
the San Luis section of this project, I am not aware of it. It is some- 
thing that is far on this side. From the point of view of the problem 
that we have today, there is no question that there is a very real prob- 
lem there, but it is not something that is involved in this Federal leg- 
islation that I can understand at all. 

Mr. Sisk. The Chair might say that it was his understanding that 
the matters and problems, which he is certainly sympathetic with, on 
the part of his colleague, are not necessarily concerned with this 
legislation. 

However, the gentleman has raised a question of unanimous consent, 
and without objections, assuming it is found that they do have some 
pertinence to the pending matter, he may insert them. 
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Mr. Saunp. I am not going to oppose this legislation. But repre- 
senting Riverside County, I think I should have the opportunity to go 
into it a little bit more and consult with my people, and if there is 
something to put in the record I desire permission to do so. 

(Subsequently, Congressman Saund submitted for the record the 

o telegram: 
following tert ) RIVERSIDE, Cauir., March 17, 1959. 
Congressman D. S. Saunp, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

If Riverside County is to maintain its present economy exclusive of the tre- 
mendous growth and expansion expected with the next fews years, it is impera- 
tive that construction on works to bring northern California water to this county 
be initiated without delay. It is now estimated that delay of water delivery 
peyond the year 1982 would result in the estimated economic losses to the upper 
Santa Ana Valley and coastal San Diego County averaging $20 million per year 
for the period 1982-92. This does not include loss of ground water basins for 
storage and other losses. H.R. 5687 with its safeguards provides for joint finan- 
cial participation in the construction of San Luis Reservoir which will expedite 
the delivery of water to Riverside County. We believe this is in the best in- 
terests of both the State of California and the Federal Government. The con- 
struction of this reservoir to the capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet is vital to the 
delivery of northern California water to Riverside County. 

Paul J. Anderson, chairman, Board of Supervisors; John W. Bryant, 
chief engineer, Riverside County Flood Control District ; Delbert 
S. Stephenson, chairman, Riverside County Water Advisory Com- 
mittee; Doyle Boen, president, Riverside County Water Associa- 
tion; Marvin Brewer, president, California Mutual Water Co. 
Association ; Lowell O. Weeks, general manager, Coachella Valley 
County Water District. 

Mr. Butter. Certainly, Mr. Chairman, if Judge Saund desires any 
further information on this, I would be very happy to get it for him. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. WestLanp. We have had some testimony that the State anti- 
cipates putting up about 60 percent of the cost and the Federal Gov- 
ernment about 40 percent. Do you anticipate, then, you will get 60 
percent of the water for California lands and 40 percent for the Fed- 
eral, if that was the ratio? 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Westland, that is pretty much of an engineering 
question, I would say. I do not pretend to be an engineer. I will say 
that we are perfectly willing to pay whatever our share is and have the 
storage rights on an equitable basis. But I am not expert enough to 
tell you what the percentages should be and all that. I would not pre- 
tend to be. 

Mr. Gooncett. May I interject there? That only applies to the 
joint use facilities, that portion of the program that would be jointly 
used between the State of California and the Bureau of Reclamation 
of the Federal Government. Now the State in its expenditure, in its 
project, will expend $114 billion or $2 billion, total. Those percent- 
ages only apply to the San Luis features, joint use features, of the 
program. 

Mr. WestLanp. Mr. Butler, in your statement on page 4, in your 
last paragraph, I do not know just what you mean by the word 
“contractor.” 

Mr. Butter. By that I mean the people to whom the Federal Gov- 
ernment would sell water within the San Luis service area. As to 
whether that would be direct to individuals or to some agency like the 
Westlands Water District, I have no information on that. 
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Mr. Westianp. That is sort of what I thought you meant, but it was 
a little ambiguous there. 

Did you have any fear that those people might be given preference 
rights because of the fact of the Federal Government being in this 
project ? 

Mr. Butter. Well, Mr. Westland, when this matter came up before, 
there was a bill introduced into the California legislature, and the 
author subsequently admitted to me that it was for the purpose of 
gaining preference in the matter of rights, that is, one of the purposes 
of the bill. That is what led to this concern. 

But let me say that is water under the bridge. I have forgotten it, 
I hope he has forgotten it, too. And we are not going to quarrel about 
that now. 

Mr. Westianp. You have no fear, then, from this bill, H.R. 5687, 
that there is any intimation that Federal contractors, as you call them, 
would have any prior rights? 

Mr. Burier. | think that this language is as satisfactory as we can 
expect. And as long as it is the disposition of the Federal Govern- 
ment to allow these water rights to be determined under State law, 
that is satisfactory to us. 

Mr. Wesrianp. May I ask you one further question: Have you had 
any concern whatsoever over the commingling of Federal funds and 
State funds, and you might say stiilininating of waters as well, with 
decision through litigation that the Federal Government’s interests 
are paramount? Have you ever thought of that? Has that entered 
into the thinking on this project ? 

Mr. Burier. Of course, I am not a lawyer. Mr. Cooper is our 
lawyer. But I have taken pains to read a lot of these decisions, like 
the Hawthorne of Nevada case and others of that type, just to at- 
tempt to inform ourselves. But I do not pose as an expert. I do, 
nevertheless, recognize that there is a problem there. It is a problem 
for the whole country. It is not just something that is involved in 
this situation. And I think, properly so, it is a matter of great 
concern among people who are interested in the subject of water. 

Mr. WestLAND. You are quite right, and I am very much on your 
side of the fence. I come from a western State, the State of Wash- 
ington. And some of the recent decisions have not been too reassur- 
ing as far as State water rights are concerned. 

i see this gentleman here with a sort of a smile on his face, as 
though he might have something to say. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Goopcetu. I think that is correct. But I do not think this bill 
is going to affect the water rights as such. We were very careful to 

ut in the bill that the rights of the Federal Government and the 

tate would be ined rights to capacity use of the reservoir. 

In other words, there is no paramount right of use in the reservoir, 
but as water rights themselves, this bill I do not believe affects those 
in any way. 

The Federal Government will either get its water rights under 
State laws of the State of California, or otherwise, but regardless of 
this bill. It will not affect that. 

Mr. Westianp. With regard to the results of the bill, I hope you 
gentlemen are correct that that is the way it will work out. If there 
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jsany way to make it clearer within this legislation, I would certainly 
favor it. 

Mr. Coorer. May I make a brief observation on that ? 

That was why I made the statement I did earlier, that I assume 
the way the bill is written it is understood that the Government’s 
rights to the water that would be involved in this project would be 
acquired in conformity with and under California State law. And if 
that be made a part of the record of this committee’s hearings and 
report to the Congress, I think it would be certainly available for 
interpretation of the intent of the bill. 

Now, more express language could be written in, and if the com- 
mittee desires it I certainly would be very happy to offer any sug- 

tions we might have. But it would seem to me on the basis of 
that record the bill is adequate itself, because of section 8 of the 
Reclamation Law of 1902. 

Mr. WestLanp. As I say, I hope you are correct; but I do not think 
this committee can go too far, or I will say I cannot go too far, speak- 
ing for myself, in preserving the State’s rights in a matter like this, 
where you might run into some dangers in the future. 

Mr. Sisk. ‘The gentleman from New Mexico? 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I want to say I agree 100 percent with 
the statements made by the gentleman from Washington concerning 
water rights with regard to the State and Federal Government. 

It is my understanding that with regard to this legislation, when 
you speak of Federal contractors and State contractors, actually 
they are all citizens of the State of California, and it is a matter of 
administration as to delivery of this water that we are speaking of. 
There is no bill that contemplates interference with the State water 
right laws of the State of California, or that is my understanding. 

Is that not the way it appears to you, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. The Chair will say that is certainly the intent of the 
authors of the bill, and I think Mr. Butler, in view of his interest in 
the language of the bill, will agree with me. 

Mr. Burier. I think we have done whatever we could, Mr. Chair- 
man. The State Water Rights Board, as I understand, is now sched- 
wed to open hearings soon on the development of water rights upon 
the Sacramento River system. The Bureau has certain applications 
on file in connection with that. The Westland Water District has 
an application on file to divert water from the delta and store it in 
San Luis. And the State has filings to divert and store water trans- 
mitted to us. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Let us see, now, if we cannot get this concept of what 
we are doing here in mind, for the purposes of the record. 

Mr. Butler, I would like to see if this analogy is substantially what 
the metropolitan district and also Mr. Peterson, of the department of 
water and power, have agreed to. Let us think of this San Luis 
Reservoir as a big tank. Now, the State of California has a water 
project. They want to store in this tank 2 million acre-feet. The 
Federal Government has a project, 1 million acre-feet. It wants to 
store water. Because of geographic necessity, you can only have one 
tank. And you have it placed up here in this San Luis area. So 
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what you are doing is operating two separate projects out of the 
same tank. Isthat right? a 

Mr. Butter. That is right, Mr. Hosmer. I think another way you 
could possibly express it: In the operation of this, it is the difference 
of whether you own the top half of the reservoir or the botton half 
of the reservoir, or whether it is considered to be administered as 
though you divide it down the middle and one fellow has half and 
the other fellow has the other half. There is a different concept 
that is involved there, you see. 

Mr. Hosmer. Well, that is not the concept. In other words, your 
water commingles. Your molecules are H.O, and the F ederal Gov- 
ernment’s molecules are H.Q, so it does not make too much difference 
whether one takes out the water the other puts in. It is the quantity 
of the water. 

Mr. Butter. As regards the vertical division. The other concept 
is the horizontal division, where you only own what is above a certain 
level, you see. 

Mr. Hosmer. But that is where your problems of oper: ating a 
reservoir come in. 

Mr. Butter. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And of necessity, you jointly operate it to the best 
advantage of each. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Butter. That is right, yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And the fact that your waters commingle does not 
pull your various laws into the reservoir and commingle them in stor- 
ing the water. Those apply after it gets out into the distribution 
sy stem. 

Mr. Burter. Certainly, as a matter of practical administration, or 
in the operation of the project, there would undoubtedly be times 
when the Federal Government for one reason or another would use 
more than its proportion of the reservoir, and there would be times 
when we would use more than our proportion of the reservoir. And 
the contract should provide the terms on which that could equitably 
be done. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is purely a matter of good management of the 
reservoir, is it not? 

Mr. Butter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is that what your understanding is, Mr. Peterson? 

Mr. Pererson. I was going to suggest that the idea of commin- 
gling is, of course, in the situation, but that the details of the admin- 
istration of this reservoir are to be cov ered, I believe, by the contract 
between the State and the Federal Government, and it should come 
out a purely equitable proposition and could well involve a condition 
that Mr. Butler has mentioned. 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. Both the State and the Federal Government 
have had a lot of experience in operating reservoirs and know what 
the best practices are in connection therewith. And the fact that you 
are both using the same reservoir should cause you to cooperate in the 
application of the best practices. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Butler, does the metropolitan water district have 
any objection to this Pacheco Tunnel phase of the projec t? 

Mr. Burter. Not that I know of, Mr. Hosmer. The only thing 
that I have been concerned with, and I have talked with Mr. Gubser 
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about that, is that I was a little concerned for fear those people might 
be in controversy among themselves up in that neighborhood, and he 
assures me they are not. 

In other words, I would not want to see anything done that would 
cause a controversy that would cause us further delay. Other than 
that, I do not believe that we are concerned. 5 

There could be possible concern over how you use the storage in 
the reservoir, because of this additional draft.on it; but I think that 
could be worked out equitably. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is an operational problem. 

Is that your feeling, Mr. Peterson ? 

Mr. Pererson. I would know of no reason why we should object. 
I would say we would try to remain neutral on the problem, assuming 
that the State will cover it adequately by contract. 

Mr. Hosmer. There was one impression given this morning by 
some of the witnesses that might bear some correction. That was the 
impression that if this Feather River project plan goes in, there would 
be little use for Colorado River water in southern California. That 
isnot right, is it? 

Mr. Burier. That is definitely not right. The studies of Mr. 
Banks are predicated completely on the continued use of the rights 
to Colorado River water which are involved in our contracts with the 
Federal Government and the 1922 Colorado River Compact. 

Mr. Hosmer. This is in supplement to what you could get out of 
the Colorado River to take care of future needs ? 

Mr. Butter. Definitely. That is correct, yes. The studies show 
that both will be needed. 

Mr. Goopceti. May I suggest that I believe you will find that that 
remark of the Governor’s was taken out of context. But taken as a 
whole, it shows that the Feather River project is insurance against 
any contingency that might result from the present litigation. More 
than saying it in context of that one short statement, if you take it as 
a whole I think you will find that it is a complete statement. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Sisk. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpick. I address this question to Mr. Peterson. I notice 
on the top of page 2 of the statement this sentence: “We are also 
pleased to have a direct statement in the bill to clarify the fact that 
the areas served by the State project will not be subject to the 106- 
acre limitation under Federal reclamation law.” Under the State 
projects are there any acreages in irrigation in the San Luis unit? 

Mr. Pererson. Under the State project, or under this joint project, 
the San Luis area to be served is defined by the bill through refer- 
ence to the Secretary’s report. And the State will not be serving 
water, as I understand it, in that area. 

Mr. Burpicx. Where will this limitation apply? Will there be 
some irrigation south of there? 

Mr. Pererson. There is irrigation, for example, in Kern County, 
south of here, which the State would serve through its system. And 
it would be the intent, as I understand it, that that would not come 
under the reclamation law. 

Mr. Burpicx. Then some of this water will leave this reservoir and 
come down this canal and will not only go into cities down south for 
municipal use, but for industrial use and also for irrigation? 
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Mr. Pererson. Yes, there is some irrigation. 

Mr. Buroick. Is there very much irrigation in it? 

Mr. Pererson. It is a very appreciable amount, yes. There are 
others here who can give that amount more accurately than I can 
myself. 

Mr. Burpick. Can you give me the approximate acreage ? 

Mr. Pererson. It is on the order of 800,000 acre-feet, I believe, or a 
little more. 

Mr. Buroicx. Is there any other source of water besides the water 
that comes out of this canal ? 

Mr. Peterson. Ground water. 

Mr. Burpick. Just ground water? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. But they are overdrawing that in these other 
places. And there might conceivably be, either temporarily or maybe 
permanently, some areas in southern California that may use this 
water also for agriculture. But bear in mind that the price is a little 
bit high for that, and there would be limited use, probably. 

Mr. Morris. Would the gentleman yield? 

Would you gentlemen object to a provision that water shortages 
would be shared equally between the State and Federal contractors in 
the proportion that their water rights bear to the total water avail- 
able ¢ 

Mr. Coorer. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment on that, from 
the standpoint of the Metropolitan ? 

One reason why I felt that if it was left to the California law that 
would be handled there. It seems to me it would be more appropriate 
to handle it in the matter of the basic water rights that the Federal 
Government would have and that the State would have for the two re- 
spective projects. As I look at it, I suppose there could be seasons of 
the year when the Federal Government would be diverting more water 
under its water right for temporary storage in that reservoir than the 
State, and vice versa. It would occur to me that it would be more 
appropriate not to trv to specify any rigid formula in the congres- 
sional act, but to leave it to the basic water rights. . 

Mr. Morris. I did not mean to add a stumbling block to the legisla- 
tion. I just thought of that while you people were discussing it back 
and forth. 

In the event a situation like that would arise, it would seem to me 
the State of California would have the same right to their proportion 
of water for their people as the Federal Government would have as to 
their contract. 

Mr. Goopncreiy. I might state it this way: If you put it in Federal 
legislation, you would assume that the Federal Government would 
have the right to indicate what the water rights should be, rather 
than what they should be under State law, and for that reason I do 
not think it should go into Federal legislation, but should be taken 
care of by the laws of the State of California under normal State 
processes. 

Mr. Burier. Mr. Chairman, that subject has been under discussion 
very considerably within the State, and I think we can work that out 
within the State satisfactorily. 
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Mr. Burvick. One more question. Did you estimate that the water 
requirements for the project south of the municipality, plus the water 
requirements for the municipalities, plus the water requirements for 
Satria] uses, is approximately 60 percent of the water to be stored ? 

Mr. Pererson. I would not try to nail down that 60 percent just in 
that manner. As Mr. Goodcell indicated earlier, here, that 60-40 per- 
centage applies, I would say, to the joint facilities, and it just hap- 

ns that when they have tried to allocate each of several things with 
due regard to the capacities of those elements, it comes out that way. 
And I would say supposing you look at the reservoir with the two 
capacities. ‘Those two capacities are not exactly 60-40. And then the 
canal capacities would be some entirely different percentage, because 
there is very heavy flow of water to be contemplated in the State 
project. But 60-40 is a result of mixed capacities, I would say, and 
allocations. 

Mr. Burpicx. That does not necessarily reflect, then, the amount of 
use for the State project as against the amount of use for the Federal 
project # . | a 

Mr. Pererson. No. And even if you should take the basic quantities 
of water coming down through the State project and through the 
Federal project, the State project carries water farther, and the Fed- 
eral project is compact, relatively. And so the division there is a 
vastly different figure from what we have said. 

Mr. Sisk. Does the gentleman from Missouri have any questions? 

The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, apparently my advent into the room 
this afternoon was right at the time when some question was being 
asked about the waters of the Colorado River. I again wish to assure 
my friends from California that as far as I know there is no intent to 
minimize or lessen the amount of water to which the lower basin is 
entitled, even if we were to make water from the salt water that is so 
close nearby, as my colleague and I desire to do, and also if additional 
waters were transported from the north. Certainly there will be no 
endeavor on our part to overcome the provisions of the Colorado 
River compact. 

Mr. Sisk. On behalf of the Chair, I certainly want to express my 
appreciation to you gentlemen for being here today, for the very 
excellent statements that you have made, And I know Mr. Cooper and 
I had a little visit yesterday with reference to some of our discus- 
sions I think about a year ago, and we both agreed that there was 
nothing personal in those discussions; just a little matter that we dis- 
agreed on. But I am most happy today that we are in substantial 
agreement. 

So I appreciate very much you gentlemen being here. Thank you. 

Mr. Butter. Thank you. 

Mr. Sisk. The next witness to be heard from is Mr. Allen Bottorff. 
He may come forward with anyone else from his area he desires to have 
participate with him. 

Mr. Bottorff is a representative of the Kern County Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Bottorff, if you will make your statement, we will be very 
happy to receive it. 


38235—59- 8 
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STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, BAKERSFIELD, CALIF., REPRE. 
SENTING KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU, ACCOMPANIED By 
STANLEY KRONICK, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Mr. Borrorrr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, honorable committee members, and Congressman 
Hagen, our Congressman from the Kern County area: I am Allen 
Bottorff of Bakersfield, Calif. I am a farmer, and I represent the 
Kern County Farm Bureau, being chairman of that organization’s 
water problems department. I have with me today Mr. Stanley 
Kronick, of Sacramento, upon whom we have relied for specialized 
counsel with respect to legislation concerning the proposed San Luis 
unit. I am also authorized to speak for the California Farm Bureay 
Federation on this subject. 

Additionally, I have been requested to submit the resolution of the 
Kern County Board of Supervisors, stating their views with respect 
to the principles they hold desirable in this legislation. And I would 
like to submit that particular resolution for the record, if I may. 

Mr. Sisk. Without objection, the resoultion will be made a part 
of the record. 


(The resolution of the board of supervisors, county of Kern, State 
of California, is as follows:) 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF KERN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


In the Matter of Proposed Federal Legislation re Federal Construction of the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir 


Recorded 10th day of March 1959, beok 130, page — of official minutes. 


I, Vera K. Gibson, county clerk and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors 
of the county of Kern, State of California, do hereby certify that the following 
resolution, proposed by Supervisor Hanning, seconded by Supervisor Woollomes, 
was duly passed and adopted by said board of supervisors at an official meeting 
hereof this 10th day of March 1959, by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: Woollomes, Holt, Webb, Hanning. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: Ming. 

VERA K. GIBSON, 
County clerk and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors, county of 
Kern, State of California. 


RESOLUTION 


Section 1. Whereas (a) The continued advancement of the best interest of 
the State of California and of those areas to be directly served or benefitted by 
development of the Feather River project, the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
related water delivery and other facilities, requires earliest action to construct 
these works on a basis fair and equitable to all persons and agencies involved; 
and 

(b) Federal legislation is now offered to authorize Federal construction of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir with opportunity for State use of these facili- 
ties for the State Feather River project ; 

Section 2. Now, therefore, it is hereby 

Resolved by the board of supervisors of the county of Kern, State of Cali- 
fornia, as follows: : 

1. Upon the recommendation of the water commission of the County of Kern 
this board of supervisors urges the inclusion of the following items in the 
presently offered San Luis legislation now pending before the Congress of the 
United States, to wit: 

(a) Construction to full size for the purpose of providing water to service 
areas of both the State Feather River project and Federal San Luis unit; 
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(b) Water service to the State Feather River project service area in accord- 
ance with State law and not subject to the restrictions of Federal reclamation 
law ; 

(c) An alternative action date proposal which will assure the State’s ability 
to utilize the San Luis Reservoir for the State project and make both the State 
and the Secretary of the Interior party to the Secretary’s decision to proceed 
to construct without a finalized executed agreement ; 

(d) Permit the State to set the pace of construction if the Federal Govern- 
ment for any reason does not maintain a timely construction schedule ; 

(e) Retention by the State of title to lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
necessary for construction and operation of San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other related facilities necessary to the Feather River project ; 

(f) Proper division of responsibility for operation and control of the San 
Luis unit joint-use facilities, subject to requirements for coordinated operation 
of the Federal unit, joint-use facilities, and the State project. 

2. The clerk of this board of supervisors is directed to forthwith prepare 57 
certified copies of this resolution and transmit the same as follows: 

Twenty copies to Mr. Vance A. Webb, chairman, board of supervisors. 

One copy via air mail to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel. 

One copy via air mail to Senator Clair Engle. 

One copy via air mail to each of the California Representatives in Con- 
gress. 

One copy to each of the following: State Senator Walter W. Stiern; 
Assemblywoman Dorothy M. Donahoe; Assemblyman John C. Williamson. 

One copy to Harvey O. Banks, director, Department of Water Resources, 
State of California. 

One copy to Kern County Water Commission. 

8. Vance A. Webb, chairman of this board of supervisors, is hereby author- 
ized and directed to make such distribution of this resolution to such committees 
of the Congress of the United States and such officers thereof as he shall deem 
appropriate. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Incidentally, County Supervisor Vance Webb has 
been here and had hoped to be able to testify, but he is also attending 
some important meetings of the National Supervisors Association and 
is unable to be here at. the moment. 

It is possible for me to be fairly brief today. Your committee has 
at other times received our views on proposed San Luis unit legisla- 
tion, both in 1956 and 1958, and we do wish to thank you again for 
this added opportunity to state our position. 

As our testimony at earlier hearings shows, and it is in your hear- 
ings, we supported the basic premise that legislation to authorize 
this proposed San Luis unit should provide, positively and absolutely, 
full and complete opportunity for the State Feather River project, 
as authorized by the California Legislature, to progress on a timely 
basis to serve the water needs of areas southward from the proposed 
San Luis unit. 

We also supported the basic premise that, under any and all cir- 
cumstances, there shall be a mutually developed and executed agree- 
ment with respect to the construction and operation of the joint-use 
facilities by the United States and the State of California. I would 
point out to the committee that it is essential to build such joint-use 
facilities to the full size as contemplated by the Feather River project 
and the California water plan. All interests in the State are con- 
cerned with this; our own critical water needs and that of others are 
involved ; and we are most anxious to have early construction of the 
fully sized San Luis facilities. 

I would like to point out extemporaneously that in the bulletin that 
you had delivered to you, Bulletin No, 178, by the State of Califor- 
nia’s representatives here today, in section 2, at page 6, there is an 
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indicated annual overdraft, it says, “of about 540,000 acre-feet in 
westerly and southerly Kern County”—that could be put in quotes— 
“which is within the service area of the State Feather River project.” 

The new bills with language now offered by Congressmen Hagen, 
Sisk, Johnson, and Hosmer (H.R. 5681, H.R. 5682, H.R. 5684, and 
H.R. 5687) conform with an agreement reached by the spokesmen for 
the various interests and areas of California on March 13 and are 
compatible with what we have heretofore encouraged as proper au- 
thorizing legislation. 

As we read the new bills before you, they will assure that the joint- 
use facilities shall be constructed as necessary and of capacities re- 
quired to serve both the service area of the Federal San Luis unit 
and the State’s service area. Governor Brown’s message concerning 
his program for water development, delivered before the California 
Stete Legislature on January 22, 1959, states in his words: 

That the dam at San Luis shall be constructed to its full height so that we can 
store 2.1 million acre-feet in the reservoir. 

Governor Brown also says: 

Every year there are 3 million acre-feet of water in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta which are not being used. At present, the water goes wasting 
out to sea through the Golden Gate. 

This is repetitious. He said practically the same thing to you here 
today when he was present. He stated that— 

We must build the facilities for offstream storage and move this water to areas 
where it is urgently needed. 

Accordingly, the full size San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with re- 
lated facilities, is the key to successful accomplishment of the Gov- 
ernor’s program. 

These considerations lead to the conclusion that in no event, nor 
under any circumstances, should the San Luis site be preempted for 
a project to serve only a small section of California. This is with all 
respect to that area whose water needs must be provided for, in con- 
nection with your own proposed legislation here, and with which 
we have been in full sympathy. 

I would like to point out to all that construction of the San Luis 
project as a joint State-Federal undertaking in order to achieve eco- 
nomic and comprehensive development is unique, yet practical, and 
should be encouraged. The San Luis project is a vital key in that 
portion of the State’s water development program which would pro- 
vide a water supply to many water deficient areas in southern Cali- 
fornia and to ais lands in Kern County. Through the State’s 
participation in the project, as contemplated by these bills, the facili- 
ties for joint use by the State and the United States will be con- 
structed so as to permit the transportation of water from the delta 
to Kern County and southern California. 

‘These same joint-use facilities also will be utilized by the Federal 
Government to meet the critical water requirements of the area which 
is commonly called the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

We want to offer, if we may, at any time later, any supplemental 
statement with respect to any proposed changes in the bills now 
offered. As we understand it, these have not been firm in any respect, 
but we do speak to the bill, 5687, and to our Congressman’s bill, 5681, 
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in these remarks. And we are happy to endorse H.R. 5681—we must 
speak of our own Congressman first—and 5687, and its companion 
bills referred to, and we would strongly urge enactment of this legis- 
lation as it is now proposed. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Sisk. ‘Thank you, Mr. Bottorff. 

The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr, Chairman, I have no questions. 

I think that this is a good supplemental statement and one that is 
most informative. However, I would like to suggest to the witness 
that when we close this record, which should be this week, there will 
be no chance of getting in any more supplemental] statements. 

If you wish to send us a letter or something like that, so that we 
may use it during our markup of the bill, that would be permissible. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We think of this point in terms of anything that 
might be almost immediately at hand. 

Mr. AsPrnaLL. | am trying to say that there is a shutoff date. 

Mr. Sisk. Has anyone any questions? 

Mr. Kronicx. Mr. Chairman, in connection with submitting a let- 
ter, is it to be our understanding that there will be an opportunity, 
should the bills before us be changed in any respect, to send a supple- 
mental letter in? 

Mr. Sisx. There will be no opportunity to get in the official record 

of the hearings any further statement, once that record has been 
closed. Of course, the record will not be closed so long as consider- 
ation of the bills continues in the subcommittee, but at the same time, 
as the chairman indicated, if any such letter is directed to the chair- 
man of the full committee, we will, I am sure, be happy to receive 
your views as to any change that might occur in the bill. 
’ Mr. Kronicx. Would the same thing apply to the requests made 
here by Metropolitan and Los Angeles Water & Power? They also 
asked for the same thing, and I would assume that would also be avail- 
able for them. 

Mr. Asprnatu. It boils down to the fact that when we close the 
record, we do close the record, and that is the end of it. 

Mr. Sisk. We thank you gentlemen very much for your appearance 
before the committee. 

Mr. Sisx. We have before us today, representing the Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co. in California, Mr. J. P. Van Loben Sels. 

Mr. Van Loben Sels, I understand you do not have a prepared 
statement of any kind, but that you were willing to make yourself 
available for any questions by any members of the committee. Is 
that correct ? 





STATEMENT OF J. P. VAN LOBEN SELS, SOUTHERN PACIFIC 
RAILROAD 


Mr. Van Losen Sets. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. There were some questions, particularly by the gentleman 
from Florida, Mr. Haley, with reference to the position of the South- 
ern Pacific Co. on this legislation, and he had informed me that he 
would be here not later than 3:30: That time has arrived. 
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Do any other members of the committee wish to direct any questions 
to Mr. Van Loben Sels at this time ? 

Mr. AspinaLuL. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Van Loben Sels, is the area in which your company is interested 
a part of the area which will be developed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, or in the part to be developed by the State, provided it is a joint 
venture project ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. The majority of it is within the Federal 
area. We also own lands elsewhere which might come under State 
development. 

Mr. Aspinaty. The next question had to do with the question of 
my friend from Florida, Mr. Haley. It is whether or not you would 
make that area available to the 160-acre limitation provisions of the 
reclamation law, or whether or not you thought that would not be a 
part of the Federal rec - amation project. 

Mr. Van Losen Sexs. Mr. Aspinall, Southern Pacific Co. wrote a 
letter last year to Senukan Anderson’s committee, which stated our 
position in the matter. It appears in the hearings on bill S. 1887, 

Very briefly, that letter stated that our lands are not on the market, 
They are not for sale. We do not want to sell our agricultural prop- 
erties or our timber properties or our grazing properties any more 
than we want to sell our main line railroad. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Neither do you want to be put in a place where be- 

cause of some development Uncle Sam provides, you might be able to 
receive speculative profits / 

Mr. Van Lopen Sexs. We have stated we do not expect to receive 
any such profit, as you term it. 

Mr. Asprnau. If in the judgment of the committee they wished to 
tack on to this bill the provisions of the so-called Engle amendment, 
what would be your position on that.? 

Mr. Van Losen Sets. We would be very happy if that were done, 
That would not be our first choice; our first choice would be to be 
excluded entirel; from all of the implications of the 160-acre regu- 
lation. 

Mr. WeEsTLAND. It seems to me there is a little bit more than what 
our chairman has said. If these lands, by geographical location, 
were under the State of California, then you would not be in this 
position of having to split it up into 160-acre tracts. Is that not 
right? You would be charged by the State of California, I gather, 
a higher ‘ate for your water than the Federal Government antici- 
pates charging. I believe that statement was made here. So that if 
you were willing, as our chairman of the full committee has said, to 
pay interest on whetever portion was allotted to you, then you would 
in effect only be getting what any other citizen of the State of Cali- 
fornia would get from the expenditures for this project. 

Mr. Van Losen Sets. I would say that is correct, and that is what 
we have offered to do. 

Mr. WestTLAND. It seems to me to be an equitable way of doing these 
things. A citizen is a citizen, whether the Federal Government. con- 
tributes to his welfare or whether the State contributes to his welfare, 
and where the citizen pays for it himself. 

Mr. Asprnauy. As I understand it, it was stated that if they had to, 
they would take the Engle provision. 


ce 


ns 


ed 
int 


ral 
ute 


ld 


> a 


yur 


cet. 
Op- 
ore 


be- 
to 


ive 


. 10 


nt, 


ne, 
be 
mu 


hat 
on, 
his 
not 
1er, 
icl- 
t if 

, to 


uld 


ali- 
hat 
vese 
on- 


are, 


| to, 


— oe 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 115 


Mr. Westianp. Yes, which I think is a good solution to the problem, 
something I have favored for some little time. 

If I understand the Engle amendment, you would pay a going rate 
of interest, which in this case would be probably greater than the 
interest rate the State of California would pay for their money, be- 
cause I presume their bonds are tax exempt. Our long-term bonds 
today of the Federal Government run around about 4 percent. The 
State of California probably would sell their bonds at 3, I imagine, 
perhaps even less. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utieman. Just ashort question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Van Loben Sels, how much land do you have that would come 
under the proposed Federal project ¢ 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. The figure we have quoted is 120,000 acres. 
There has been come deletion from that, because the Federal Govern- 
ment recently condemned some for a naval air station. That is in 
the courts now. 

Mr. Utiman. How is this land being utilized today? Do you have 
a breakdown of that, of the land use tod: iy ¢ 

Mr. Van Lozen Sets. It is all under agricultural lease. It is all 
under irrigation, but not all of it is irrigated every year. It is being 
farmed under lease to actual operators on the property, to crops that 
are typical of that area, which I think were mentioned previously. 
But they include grains, cotton, melons, various seed, grass seed and 
alfalfa seed crops, a few more of the specialized crops, like potatoes 
and carrots, and other vegetables. 

Mr. Utitman. It is all relatively flat land, then, and all under culti- 
vation ; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. It is all under cultivation. <A lot of it has 
been leveled and brought to grade for surface irrigation. Some of it 
is sprinkler irrigated, and it is more of a rolling type. 

Mr. Uttman. How long have these lands been owned ? 

Mr. Van Lopen Ses. We acquired this land during the 1860's, 
1870's, and 1880's. 

Mr. Utuman. In what manner? 

Mr. Van Lopen Sevs. They were acquired through act of Con- 
gress as part of the consideration for building the western railroads. 

Mr. Utitman. They were part of the land grant program ? 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. Commonly termed that. 

Mr. Uttman. The railroads, of course, developed whatever water 
facilities they have ? 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. Actually, our lessees did it as part of the lease, 
but we in effect did so. It was done under our direction. 

Mr. Utiman. The railroads farmed none of this land directly? It 
isall leased ? 

Mr. Van Losen Sets. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. That. isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is this land just one big piece of property, or is it 
checkerboarded around the area? 

Mr. Van Lopen Sets. It is not one contiguous piece of property. It 
is individual sections of land, generally the odd numbered sections, 
which makes it checkerboard pattern. 

Mr. Hosmer. That is all. 
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Mr. Sisk. Does anyone else have any questions of the witness? 

Thank you, Mr. Van Loben Sels. We appreciate very much your 
appearance. 

Mr. Van Losen Sets. I appreciate it very much, and we would like 
to work with the Bureau and with the State in any way we can to 
progress this thing, and we would be very happy if your committee 
will get their views on our position and see if it can be worked out, 

Mr. Asprnauy. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the full committee 
has a letter from Mr. Gerdes of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. under 
date of March 16, 1959, in which he renews the offer his company made 
last year in a letter addressed to Mr. Engle under date of January 16, 
1958, whereby the company would provide energy for the San Luis 
pumps. Mr. Gerdes’ letter to me reads as follows: 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: Bills now before your committee would au- 
thorize construction of the San Luis project in California. 

Included in the proposed project are items totaling more than $14 million for 
electric transmission lines, substations, switchyards, and distribution lines to 
bring power from Tracy to pumps at various points on the San Luis project for a 
distance of about 150 miles south of Tracy. 

In my attached letter of January 16, 1958, to the committee, Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. offered to provide the San Luis pumps with power through wheeling 
service, exchange, and sale at less than it would cost the Government to do the 
same job. That offer still stands. 

I respectfully invite your attention to the sketch map which is attached to 
this letter. It shows the transmission system already constructed by P.G. & BE, 
to serve the area. These lines have the capacity to serve all parts of the San 
Luis project. 

Since these facilities are available, the expenditure of about $10 million by the 
Federal Government for duplicating transmission facilities is unnecessary. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. believes that early construction of the San Luis 
project at minimum cost to the Government is essential to the conservation and 
development of the water resources of California. 

We therefore respectfully request that your committee amend the bills to in- 
clude at page 2, beginning at line 8, the words italicized below: 

“* * * The principal engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and 
reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis 
Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants and distribution 
systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related facilities, ercept those 
facilities for electric transmission or distribution service which can be obtained at 
less cost to the Federal Government from local public or private agencies * * *,” 


Mr. Asprnaty. The letter is signed by R. H. Gerdes for the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
attached letter to former Chairman Engle be made a part of the 
record. 

Pactric GAs & Biectric Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., January 16, 1958. 
Hon. CLarr ENGLp, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: We have been informed that the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs has under consideration several bills 
to authorize the joint construction and operation of the San Luis project in 
California by the Department of the Interior and the State. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. believes that early construction of this project is 
essential to the conservation and development of the water resources of 
California. 

Whether the San Luis project is constructed by the Federal Government or 
the State, or by both, our company has offered to furnish energy to the San 
Luis pumps at minimum cost to the project, thus enhancing its. financial feasi- 
bility. 

The pumping plants of the Central Valley project have first call on power 
developed at project plants. If San Luis is constructed and operated as a part 
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of the Central Valley project there will be an ample supply of energy from 
existing project hydroelectric plants to meet the ultimate annual requirements 
of the San Luis pumps which will be about 750 million kilowatt-hours. The 
average annual output of existing project plants is about 2% billion kilowatt- 
hours. Bxisting pumps, even at ultimate operation, will require only about 
400 million kilowatt-hours per annum leaving a balance on the average of 2 billion 
kilowatt-hours or nearly three times the amount required by the San Luis pumps 
at full operation. 

As you know, power generated as a byproduct on multipurpose projects designed 
for flood control, irrigation, and water supply is not always produced at the 
time nor in the quantity required to fit power needs, because water releases for 
these other purposes have priority over the generation of power. The Central 
Valley project produces large amounts of energy in the summer months when 
large water releases must be made for irrigation. Except in wet years, the 
project produces relatively small amounts of energy during the winter months 
when water is being conserved in project reservoirs. The months of low project 
energy production are the very months when San Luis pumping requirements are 
high, because that is the time when waste water in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
River Delta must be diverted and pumped to storage in the San Luis Reservoir. 

We are willing and able to provide energy from our widespread regional 
system to meet the requirements of the San Luis and other project pumps when- 
ever, as a result of long-term commercial power commitments or other conditions, 
there is insufficient project power to meet such requirements. 

We agree to furnish offpeak energy from our system for project pumping and, 
in exchange, take an equal amount of project power when it becomes available. 
This will conserve water for irrigation and increase project power revenues. 
The Acting Commissioner of Reclamation in a letter dated July 12, 1957, to 
Congressman Harlan Hagen, declared that such an exchange of energy “would 
permit better coordinated use of Central Valley project power and greater return 
from power sales to offset the additional construction costs.” Assistant Secre- 
tary Aandahl and Regional Director Bellport testified to the same effect before 
your subcommittee at the current hearing. 

In any year when there is insufficient project power for the pumping require- 
ments under the exchange arrangement, we are willing, as part of our Trinity 
partnership proposal, to sell offpeak energy for project pumping at our incre- 
mental cost. Moreover, we guarantee that the charge for such energy would 
in no event be greater than the amount per kilowatt-hour which we would pay 
the Government for the use of Trinity falling water. Power produced from the 
Federal plants on Trinity would cost the Government substantially more. 

Whether the Trinity plants are constructed by the company or the Federal 
Government, energy for the San Luis pumps may be allocated at the Bureau’s 
eustomary 2'4 mill pumping rate. The cost to the Government under the com- 
pany’s proposal would be less than under all Federal Trinity construction. 

We also offer to make our facilities available for transmission of power from 
Tracy to all project pumps. We guarantee that the cost to the Government 
for this service would be less than it would be if the Federal Government were 
to construct the transmission lines. This also would save the Federal Government 
a capital outlay of about $10,750,000. 

An amendment to our wheeling contract to cover this service has been sub- 
mitted to the committee as part of the Trinity joint development proposal con- 
tained in House Document No. 94, part II, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

We have made a similar offer to the State of California in connection with 
its Feather River project to supply low-cost offpeak energy for project pumping. 
The State engineer declared that our offer would provide a substantial net gain 
to the project 

Under our proposal, the San Luis pumps will be assured of an ample power 
supply at minimum cost. These benefits are available whether San Luis is built 
and operated jointly by the Federal Government and the State or separately by 
either agency. 

Very truly yours, 


R. H. GERpEs. 


Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
map attached to Mr. Gerdes’ letter be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Sisk. Without objection, the request will be granted to include 
the map at this place in the record. 

(The map ret suet to follows this page.) 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, my colleague from California was 
requested to furnish the committee with certain evidence of precedents 
for the granting of conditional authority on various reclamation proj- 
ects. He has prepared that, and I would ask unanimous consent to 
place it at the end of his remarks of yesterday. 

Mr. Sisk. Without objection, the insertion will be made in the 
record. 

Mr. Asprnau. I have two telegrams, one from C. J. Haggerty, sec- 
retary-treasurer of the California AFL-CIO, one from Mr. Paul Ss. 
Taylor of Berkeley, Calif. They are asking that they be permitted to 
file statements. I would make the unanimous consent request that the 
statements be received for the record. 

Mr. Sisk. Without objection, the insertion is ordered. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY C. J. HAGGERTY, SECRETARY-TREASURER, CALIFORNIA LABOR FEDERA- 
tion, AFL-CIO, SAN FRANCISCO 3, CALIF., IN SUPPORT OF FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION 
OF THE SAN LUIS PROJECT IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
LAW 


In accordance with the long-established policy of the California Labor 
Federation, AFL-CIO, I appreciate the opportunity again to support a request 
for Federal aid for water development in California, specifically upon this occa- 
sion for construction of the San Luis project. 

The feasibility of the San Luis project and the absolute necessity of its con- 
struction have been established beyond all reasonable doubt. We strongly urge 
its immediate authorization and early construction. 

We recognize and support the position that provision should be made in the 
authorizing legislation for coordination of the Federal project with California 
water plans, should the State decide to enter the field of water and power develop- 
ment. At the same time, we insist that the Federal San Luis unit be constructed 
under reclamation law without deviation or evasion, and that the occasion for 
cooperation with the State shall not be used as a pretext for undermining, or for 
permitting others to undermine national antiwater monopoly policy. We stand 
on our position as stated previously when San Luis project bills were under 
consideration by Congress (see Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation, 85th Cong., 2d sess., on S. 1887), and appreciate that 
some of our earlier specific objections were met in preparing current drafts. 
We continue to insist, however, that Congress shall maintain present law and 
policy on San Luis, which S. 44 and H.R. 301 fail to do, and ask that these bills 
be redrafted to preserve existing law and policy. 

There is no need to set up new policy for cooperation between the Federal 
Government and a State government. Reclamation law already provides that 
the basis of cooperation between the Federal Government and other agencies, 
public and private, corporate and individual, shall be national water policy. 

Reclamation law, which we believe should stand unchanged, provides that in 
the event of “cooperation,” the excess land provision shall govern all water 
using Federal project facilities involved in the cooperative endeavor. The War- 
ren Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 926) states: 

“That whenever in carrying out the provisions of the reclamation law, storage 
or carrying capacity has been or may be provided in excess of the requirements 
of the lands to be irrigated under any project, the Secretary of Interior * * * 
is thereby authorized * * * to contract for the impounding, storage, and car- 
riage of water * * * with irrigation systems * * * individuals, corporations, 
associations, and irrigation districts * * * Water so impounded, stored, or 
carried shall not be used otherwise than as prescribed by law as to lands held 
in private ownership within Government reclamation projects. 


* = * * * * s 
Provided further, That water shall not be furnished from any such reservoir 


or delivered through any such canal or ditch to any one landowner in excess 
of an amount sufficient to irrigate 160 acres * * *” 
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We see no reason to make any exception to this law in any respect because 
the cooperation of the Federal Government proposed in the San Luis bills is 
with California or some California landowners. Unfortunately, H.R. 301 ang 
S. 44 do propose to sacrifice the public policy inscribed in the Warren Act of 
1911. The attention of Members of Congress and citizens could easily be qi. 
verted away from the crucial question whether the water benefits from Federa] 
facilities, to the irrelevant inquiry, where is the land located? Hoping we wi) 
forget that the limitation relates to water, these bills seek to divert our atten. 
tion to land. Whether the land to receive water that is stored and carried ip 
Federal reservoirs and canals happens to be situated in a “State’s service area’ 
or not, has nothing to do with the propriety of conforming to, or escaping from 
public policy. 

The issue is one of substance as well as principle. Physical advantages of 
the proposed integration with the Federal Central Valley project are indis. 
pensable, and all landowners will benefit from integration whether their lands 
lie within the Federal or the State’s service area. Central Valley project fa- 
cilities will be used to store and to bring water from sources hundreds of miles 
away, including water that will reach lands in the “State’s service area.” 

The financial benefits of integration are great, if not also indispensable to the 
benefiting landowners. It may be imposible to measure precisely in dollars the 
advantages to landowners of financial integration of San Luis with the Centra] 
Valley project, but a number of California Congressmen have applied, as 
descriptive terms, to similar benefits for Central Valley landowners the strong 
words, “unearned” and “unjust” enrichment. (Clair Engle, George P. Miller, 
John E. Moss, Harland Hagen, B. F. Sisk, and J. J. McFall to Edmund G, 
“Pat” Brown, Feb. 4, 1957, L. A. 23,048, in the Supreme Court of the State 
of California, The Ivanhoe Irrigation District, Plaintiff and Respondent, vy. All 
Parties and Persons, etc., Defendants and Appellants, petition for rehearing of 
the appellant, the State of California.) 

These six Congressmen estimated that the financial advantages to landowners 
in the present Central Valley project were of approximately the following order 
of magnitude: a “direct subsidy” of $350 per acre from the Federal Government 
and an additional “subsidy” of $227 per acre from “public power revenue” ; the 
landowner himself is expected to repay $123 per acre. (Ibid.) Recognizing 
that the Federal benefits to landowners in the “State service area” are some- 
what less than in the “Federal service area,” and some uncertainty as to how 
closely these estimates fit the proposed San Luis integration, it is clear that the 
advantages to be conferred by the San Luis project on all landowners, at the 
hands of Federal taxpayers and California power users, will be substantial. 

We see nothing in the facts of the San Luis project to justify relieving excess 
landholders in whatever service area from the Federal statute controlling 
“unearned” or “unjust” enrichment. On the contrary, the concentration of 
landownership in areas that would benefit from the San Luis project appears 
to be precisely the concentration that persuaded Congress to pass the excess 
land provision in the first place. Congressman George W. Ray, of New York, 
for example, seeking to protect the public interest in 1902, opposed all spending 
of public funds for reclamation. When Federal aid was being debated in the 
original reclamation bill in 1902, he said: 

“* * * and so we find behind this scheme, egging it on, encouraging it, the 
great railroad interests of the West, who own millions of acres of these arid lands, 
now useless, and the very moment that we, at the public expense, establish 
or construct these irrigation works and reservoirs, you will find multiplied by 
10, and in some instances by 20, the value of now worthless land owned by those 
railroad companies, the title to which they obtained through grants from the 
Government for building great transcontinental railroad lines.” (35 Congres- 
sional Record 6685. ) 

The original objections to public aid for private benefit, of course, were not 
grounded on the particular occupation of large landowners but on the excessive 
concentration of “unearned” benefits and water resources if size were not made 
a ground for limitation. 

“Acceptability” is relative. On August 15, 1958. one Senator said on the 
floor of the Senate that he thought one very large landholding corporation in 
San Luis project area, although opposed to the excess land provision publicly, 
nevertheless “will be compelled to participate through the force of public 
opinion.” Another Senator added immediately, “In my judgment, the Southern 
Pacific will reverse its decision, and will participate in the project, and will 
subdivide its land.” (Congressional Record, August 15, 1958, p. 16301.) 
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Former Senator Downey predicted in 1947 that the Di Giorgio Fruit Corp. 
would not accept the excess land provision. (They would rule the valley, p. 
180.) But when the electors of a dozen water districts along the Friant-Kern 
Canal voted 10 to 1, on the average, to accept water under reclamation law, 
this corporation complied, too. (California Farmer, May 17, 1952, p. 533.) 

We believe that large landowners in California, generally, when they fully 
realize the public purposes of the excess land provision, and when they believe 
that neither Congress, the courts, nor unsympathetic administrators will grant 
them escape from the law, will accept the law in good spirit and subdivide their 

s. 
vain Supreme Court of the United States recently, in June 1958, has upheld 
the excess land provision against judicial attack. The Attorney General of 
the United States even more recently, on December 15, 1958, has upheld the 
law on Kings and Kern River projects in the immediate vicinity of the San Luis 
service area, against unsympathetic administrators. 

We urge Congress, likewise, to stand firmly now for historic public policy, 
rather than offer a partial exemption to excess landowners at San Luis, and 
stir hopes of more laxity elsewhere. 

The present is no time for Congress to yield, just when the executive and 
judicial branches of Government are standing firm, when the electors in Central 
Valley, speaking clearly their acceptance of reclamation law, and when leading 
landowning corporations are moving in the direction of acceptance. 


SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., March 23, 1959. 
Congressman WAYNE ASPINALL, 
Chairman, House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Have just learned of introduction of San Luis bill, H.R. 5687, on March 13. 
Emphatically protest this bill, especially section 6, which explicitly subverts 
Warren Act of 1911 by proposing to substitute a “location of land” principle for 
the present “beneficial use of public reservoirs and canals” principle. The 
latter is sound while the former is illogical, irrelevant, diversionary, and sub- 
versive of policy. California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO opposes this effort 
to destroy national law and water policy governing Central Valley project and 
urges the 86th Congress to do as well as the 78th and 80th Congresses by strik- 
ing down H.R. 5687. Please print this wire in the San Luis-Central Valley 
roject hearings. 
tea C. J. HaaGerty, 

Secretary-Treasurer, California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO. 


BERKELEY, Cauir., March 19, 1959. 

Congressman WAYNE ASPINALL, 

Chairman, House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: On Sunday evening I wired you as follows: 

“Am forwarding promptly a statement opposing destruction of Warren Recla- 
mation Act of 1911 as proposed in San Luis project bill, H.R. 301, and favoring 
Federal construction of entire project. Please hold record open briefly to permit 
statement’s inclusion in printed hearings. Regret cannot come to Washington 
to appear personally.” 

Here is the statement, which I request be printed with this letter in the 
hearings. Pressures of time and expense made personal appearance in Wash- 
ington to speak against the proposed destruction of Federal reclamation law 
impossible. 

Last June the U.S. Supreme Court described the excess land provision in these 
words : 

“From the beginnings of the Federal reclamation program in 1902, the na- 
tional policy as declared by the Congress has been one requiring that the benefits 
therefrom be made available to the largest number of people, consistent, of 
course, to the public good. This overall policy has been accomplished by limit- 


ing the quantity of land in a single ownership to which project water might be 
supplied ** 
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“From the very first Reclamation Act on down to date, the Congress hag eon. 
tinued a national policy to the effect that no right to project water shall be 
granted to a tract exceeding 160 acres in a single owner.” (Ivanhoe Irrigation 
District and State of California v. McCracken, June 23, 1958.) 

“Project water,” by statutory definition, is any water “impounded, stored, or 
earried” in a “reservoir,” “canal or ditch’ constructed under Federal reclama- 
tion law. (36 Stat. 925, 926.) This definition includes all San Luis project 
water, which is to be granted the use of Federal Central Valley project facijj- 
ties (reservoirs, canals), and participation in CVP financial benefits, whether 
the ultimate destination of the water is within or without the Federal San Lyis 
“service area,” and whether the ownership of the water is public or private, 

Over the objections of excess landholders, supported by a divided State gp. 
preme court in California, the U.S. Supreme Court has just decided that it ig 
proper for Congress, as it has already done, to prescribe an excess land proyi- 
sion to State of California waters. (Ivanhoe decision. ) 

Of course, no Congress is bound to maintain a policy established by its prede. 
cessors of making reclamation benefits “available to the largest number of 
people consistent, of course, to the public good.” If, however, the present Con- 
gress should prefer to encourage a greater concentration of benefits and water 
resources (which I trust will not be true), 1 hope Congress will give publicly 
the reasons that, in its opinion, specially justify weakening or abandoning tra- 
ditional public policy in the Central Valley of California. 

The San Joaquin Valley, where the San Luis project is located, is well known 
for the resistance of its excess landowners to reclamation law. It required an 
opinion by the U.S. Attorney General on December 15, 1958, and several years 
after completion of Kings and Kern River projects, to convince present adminis- 
trators that reclamation law applies to them at all. 

With the judicial and executive branches of the Federal Government closing 
these routes to escape from compliance, the effort now is directed to escape with 
the help of Congress in the San Luis bills. Until now Congress has refused to 
yield; I am unaware of any reasons why Congress should yield now. 

Frequently the impression is conveyed that California water users generally 
oppose acceptance of reclamation law, which includes the excess land provisiun. 
The fact is that along the Friant-Kern Canal of the CVP the electors of 18 
districts accepted water contracts containing the excess land provision by vote 
of more than 10 to 1. 

Large landowners probably will comply generally with the law in order to 
obtain water, out of respect to what Senator Kuchel, on the floor of the Senate 
last August 15, referred to as “the force of public opinion.” That is, they prob- 
ably will comply unless Congress invites further resistance to national policy by 
opening the door to escape from the law, as proposed by H.R. 301. 

Please print this letter with the attached statement in the published hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL S. TAYLor. 


STATEMENT BY PAUL S. TAYLOR, BERKELEY, CALIF., ON FEDERAL SAN LuIs ProJpctT 
Bris, H.R. 301 AND S. 44, MArcH 1959 


I favor construction of the entire San Luis project (California), under Federal 
reclamation law, without alteration, including structures to bring water to both 
Federal and State “services areas.” If Congress is unprepared to undertake this, 
then I recommend that Federal CVP facilities be made available for State use 
only under reclamation law, and that the San Luis bills be revised to deny any 
exemption from the customary requirements of national policy. 

Cooperation between the Federal Government and the State of California 
presents attractive possibilities, but offers no ground whatsoever for destroying 
public policy. Examination of the San Luis bills now before Congress discloses 
that their effect is destructive, as will be described below. They take their place 
therefore, unless revised, in a series of great but previously unsuccessful efforts 
to persuade Congress that a public policy—controlling water monopoly and specu- 
lation—that has been “good” for the Nation since 1902, is not “good” in Central 
Valley, Calif., now. 

The 78th and 80th Congresses, after hearings and debates of extraordinary 
length, refused to make Central Valley project an exception to Theodore Roose- 
velt’s famous excess land provision of reclamation law, that water shall not be 
furnished to more than 160 acres of iand in single ownership. (Hearings before 
Senate Commerce Subcommittee on H.R. 3961, 7Sth Cong., 2d sess.; hearings 
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pefore Senate Public Land Subcommittee on S. Res. 295, 78th Cong., 2 sess. ; 
subcommittee of U.S. Senate Military Affairs Committee hearing on Central 
Valley water project held at room 276, U.S. Courthouse and Post Office Building, 
San Francisco, Calif., on Friday, April 7, 1944 (mimeo., U.S. Bureau of Reclama- 
tion) ; hearings before Senate Public Lands Subcommittee on S. 912, 80th Cong., 
ist sess.) Former Congressman Alfred J. Elliott and former Senator Downey 
jed these initial attempts to make Central Valley waters an exception to national 

licy ; Senator Knowland joined Senator Downey in the second attack launched 
in the 80th Congress. After full consideration of the issue, Congress not only 
refused to change national law in response to pressures from large landowners in 
the Central Valley, but extended the protections of the excess land provision, in 
section 8 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, to make it cover also the waters of the 
Kings, Kern, Kaweah, and Tule Rivers (in Central Valley), on which the Army 
engineers were authorized to construct flood control projects. I see no reason 
why Congress should wish to recede from this position now. 

The San Luis project bills move toward accomplishing by indirection what the 
78th and 80th Congresses refused to permit. “Indirection’’ needs explanation. 
The bills say: “The State shall not be restricted in the exercise of its allocated 
right to the use of the capacities of the joint-use facilities for water service outside 
the San Luis unit servicearea.” (Sec.3,f.) Forbidding “restriction” is intended, 
doubtless, to mean that Congress forbids the Federal Government to limit water 
deliveries to 160 acres in single ownership in the so-called State’s service area. 

In plain language, this proposes to give an exemption from the excess land 
limitation to some Central Valley waters that Congress has refused steadfastly 
to give to any other Central Valley waters. Why there should be two different 
rules governing waters using Central Valley project facilities is not clear. 

Until now, Congress has been explicit that all waters benefitting from use of 
reclamation facilities must observe public policy. The Warren Act of February 
91, 1911, prescribes for cooperation with the Federal Government, as do the San 
Luis bills, and insists : 

“That water shall not be furnished from any such [reclamation] reservoir or 
delivered through any such canal or ditch to any one landowner in excess of an 
amount sufficient to irrigate 160 acres.” (36 Stat. 926.) 

This is the specific reclamation statute that H.R. 301 and S. 44 seek to fracture. 

These bills bring San Luis waters under the Warren Act by “integration” of 
the San Luis with the Central Valley project, i.e., they are permitted to share 
in the reservoir and canal facilities of CVP. Then they exempt from the Warren 
Act the portion of the waters that flow outside the Federal service area. In other 
words, if the water using CVP reservoirs and canals finally is distributed on one 
side of a fence (Federal service area), the excess land provision applies; if finally 
distributed on the other side of the fence (called State’s service area), it does not. 
This doctrine is new, and destructive of reclamation law. 

The implicit reasoning seems to run this way: 

Let X equal the Federal Government; let Y equal the State of California; and 
let Z equal the owners of excess lands in the State service area. If Y is willing 
to pay the costs of the last stages of delivering water to lands in the State’s service 
area, then X will exempt Z from the excess land provision. The advantages to 
X and Y of surrendering public policy are not evident; the advantages to Z 
(owners of excess lands) are clearer. 

The proposal appears to be confused in logic and deficient in moral justification. 

Six California Congressmen have described who pays for reclamation in Central 
Valley project, and about how much they pay per acre: 

“The moral basis of the 160-acre limitation is to prevent unjust enrichment 
resulting from the subsidies to irrigation provided by interest-free Federal money 
and public power revenues. Congress, in our opinion, will not permit the 
unearned enrichment of large landowners at the expense of the Federal Treasury 
which can occur without an acreage limitation. 

“The capital investment to put water on land under the Central Valley project 
averages $350 per acre. If an irrigator owns 1,000 acres, the capital investment 
to serve his land is approximately $350,000. This money is interest free and the 
interest cost to the Federal Government over the payout period roughly equals 
the capital investment. In other words, the interest on $350,000 over a 50-year 
period is roughly $350,000. This is a direct subsidy to the irrigator . Using the 
percentages on repayment referred to in Chief Justice Gibson’s dissenting opinion, 
the irrigator will pay back approximately $123,000. The balance of the capital 


investment will be paid by public power revenues. This amounts to $227,000. 
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Thus, the total subsidy to this 1,000-acre irrigator adds up to approximately 
$577,000.” (Clair Engle, George P. Miller, John E. Moss, Harlan Hagen, B. F. 
Sisk, J. J. McFall to Edmund G. Brown, L.A. No. 23,043, in the supreme court of 
the State of California, the Ivanhoe Irrigation District, plaintiff and respondent 
v. all parties and persons, etc., defendants and appellants, petition for rehearing 
of the appellant, the State of California.) 

Besides giving landowners in the State’s service area a share in the benefits 
of Federal CVP, the San Luis bills propose to exempt excess landowners in the 
very portion of Central Valley where the need for an excess land provision ig 
the greatest, because concentration of landownership there is the most extreme. 
The statistics of landownership in this area were placed before the 80th Congress, 
which left the proposal for an exemption to die in committee, regarding it, 
doubtless, as an unwarranted giveaway. (Hearings on S. 912, op. cit., p. 864.) 

I respectfully urge Congress to revise H.R. 301 and S. 44 carefully, so as to deny 
any exemption from the Warren Reclamation Act to Central Valley or San Luis 
waters and to close any loopholes that might permit evasion of the Nation’s 
historic water policy of limiting special favors in order to confer more widespread 


benefits. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, it is the Chair’s understanding, according to the list 
that he has before him, that all the witnesses from the area and other- 
wise have been heard, with the exception, of course, of the Department, 
whose testimony was put off until next Thursday morning. 

Is there anyone from the State or otherwise who desires to be heard, 
either for or against this particular project at this time? 

If not, the Chair appreciates your presence here this afternoon, and 
the expeditious way in which the witnesses made the testimony avail- 
able. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3:45 p.m., the committee adjourned.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 19, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFarRs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of those bills to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of 
the Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement 
with the State of California with respect to the construction and 
operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

I think we have completed all of the witnesses who have asked to 
be heard. The meeting this morning is called for Mr. Dominy and 
his associates in the Department to return for further questioning 
and such further information as they want to give. 

Mr. Dominy, if you will come forward and bring your associates, 
we will get on with that part of it. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chairman say this: He understands the gen- 
tleman from California desires recognizition to put certain informa- 
tion into the record, at this time. 

Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. First, as I recall, unanimous consent was given for all 
Members of Congress to insert their remarks in the record, is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Rogers. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. I have a short statement from Congressman John Mce- 
Fall this morning to insert in the record and also a statement from 
Congressman Clem Miller, from the First District of California, to 
insert in the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for a letter, written to the 
Honorable James E. Murray, Chairman of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, of the Senate, dated July 30, 1958, and 
signed by the Honorable Fred Seaton, Secretary of the Interior, be 
made a part of the record, if it is not already in the record. 

I might say the reason for the request is that it does set forth, in the 
clearest form I have seen heretofore, the actual figures involved and 
specifically what we are discussing with reference to this difference 
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in cost, assuming the dam is so constructed in the initial ph: ses to 
permit ultimate enlar gement. I would like to have that made a part 
of the record at this point, or at the appropriate point in the record. 
Later on this morning I may possibly recite some of these figures, 

Mr. Roerrs. Do you have a copy of the letter, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. I have a copy of the letter as carried in the Senate 
Report No. 2202 of the 85th Congress, 2d session. 

[ have been attempting to secure a copy of the actual letter itself, 
which I think I do have somewhere in my files, but so far have not 
been able to find it. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you want the whole letter inserted / 

Mr. Sisk. I think the whole letter has pertinence in this matter 
and I do feel it gives the best outline and best breakdown of the actual 
financial aspects of this project of any figures I have seen. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there an objection ? 

The Chair hears none and the letter will be printed in the record 
as requested by the gentleman from California. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., July 20, 1958, 
Hon. JAMES BE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: Th’'s responds to the request of June 25, 1958, from 
Senator Anderson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
for the views of this Department on the proposed amendments contained in 
committee print No. 2, dated June 25, 1958, of S. 1887, the San Luis unit, Central 
Valley project, authorization bill. 

Subject to the consideration of the views expressed herein and our sugges 
tions for amendments, this Department would not object to the enactment 
of S. 1887 in the form in which it appears in committee print No. 2. 

In our letter to you dated May 21, 1958, we commented on the proposed 
amendments contained in the committee print of S. 1887, dated May 1, 1958, 
We note that certain of the suggestions which were made in that letter have 
been incornor’ted in committee print No. 2. 

The proposal contained in committee print No. 2 would authorize the con- 
struction by the Federal Government of the San Luis unit and certain facilities 
which would be used jointly by the United States and the State of Califorina. 
Provision would be made for the United States and the State of California to 
enter into an agreement with respect to the construction, operation, and finane- 
ing of the joint-use facilities. None of the construction authorized by the 
proposal could be undertaken until such an agreement is executed, except that, 
in the event no agreement is reached by July 1, 1960, if, after consultation with 
the Governor of California, the Secretary of the Interior shall determine that 
the prospects of reaching an accord are. not reasonably firm, he may proceed 
with construction, after having reported thereon to the Congress and the elapse 
thereafter of 90 days during which the Congress is not adjourned for more 
then & day In general, this arrangement would provite a reasonable opner- 
tunity for negotiating an agreement on the construction of the Federal develop 
ment in a manner which would permit certain of its main supply features to 
serve both the San Luis unit and the proposed Feather River project of the 
State of California and, in addition, a procedure whereby construction of the 
Federal project, could proceed, after a given period of time, in the event of 
failure to reach such an agreement. 

We should like to comment on the specific items mentioned in Senator Ander 
son’s June 25 letter in the order in which they are set forth: 

(1) Section 1 of committee print No. 2 is designed apparently to present a 
reasonable basis for adequately protecting the investment of the Federal 
Government in those facilities of the San Luis unit which would be ata 
in a manner to permit future expansion for use by the State of California. 
However, the proposed language appears to us to be ambiguous in this con- 
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nection. The sentence beginning at line 11 on page 2 defines the engineering 
features of the San Luis unit, and included in this definition are the main 
supply features, such as the dam and reservoir, forebay, afterbay, and San 
Luis Canal. The first sentence of section 1 would authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit “and ore.:2 
auditional works for joint use with the State of California (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as joint use facilities).” It has been our understanding that the con- 
cept of the construction of the San Luis unit in such a manner that certain of its 
main supply features could be used in the coordinated operation of both the 
feaerally constructed San Luis unit and the State-constructed Feather River 
project did not contemplate the construction of any separate additional works 
to be used jointly. If this understanding confirms with the purpose of the 
provisions of section 1, we suggest that it be amended to reflect this intention. 
This could be accomplished by amending section 1 in the following manner: (@) 
After the word “project” in line 8 on page 2 insert a period, and delete the 
remainder of that sentence. (0b) Delete in line 12 through line 15 on page 2 
the language reading “, which may, upon agreement by the State of California 
or some other public agency which agrees to assume the costs thereof, be con- 
structed to permit future expansion,”. (c¢) In line 19 on page 2, after the 
period, add two new sentences reading substantially as follows: “The works 
(hereinafter referred to as joint-use facilities) for joint use with the State 
of California (hereinafter referred to as the State) shall be the dam and 
reservoir at or near the San Luis site, forebay, and afterbay, if required, and 
the San Luis Canal. Those joint-use facilities may be constructed to permit 
future expansion upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to 
assume the added cost involved, as later provided in this Act.” (d) In line 
10 on page 4, in line 10 on page 10, and in line 4 on page 13, delete the 
word “ana” and substitute therefor “, including”. 

(2) The proposed amendment in lines 24 and 25 on page 2 and in lines 1 
through 12 on page 3 would provide for (a) an irrigation repayment contract 
with a repayment period of not to exceed 50 vears, (4) distribution systems re- 
payment contracts, prior to construction of irrigation distribution facilities, 
with conservancy type organizations, and (c) contracts for municipal water sup- 
ply without regard to the limitations of section 9(c) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939. 

Consistent with our pattern of operation of the Central Valley project in con- 
tracting with more than 50 irrigation districts or other water-users’ organiza- 
tions, use on the San Luis unit of water service contracts under section 9(e) of 
the 1939 act is required, in our opinion, for the orderly administration of the 
Central Valley project. This type of contract, which is renewable under the 
terms of the act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483), is admirably suited to the develop- 
ment of the entire project. A requirement along the lines of the proposed amend- 
ment which would be applicable oniy to the San Luis unit and which is not con- 
sistent with the manner of contracting with water-users’ organizations elsewhere 
on the Central Valley project would raise unnecessarily, it seems to us, difficult 
problems. 

While contracts with conservancy-type organizations should be encouraged in 
all applicable instances, there appears to be little need for such assistance for 
distribution systems payout as the proposed amendment would require. It has 
been our experience on the Central Valley project that existing reclamation law 
contains adequate provision for such contractual arrangements as may be re- 
quired in connection with the delivery of irrigation and municipal water supply. 
Accordingly, we recommend against the adoption of the proposed amendment. 

(8) The new proposal regarding the coordination of the State’s master drain- 
age system for the San Joaquin Valley with the requirements of the San Luis 
unit and the alternative authority to proceed in the event the State is unable 
to give assurances that it will proceed with its master drainage plan resolyes 
adequately the problem we had with the comparable provision in the committee 
print dated May 1, 1958. 

(4) The proposed provision, beginning at the bottom of page 4, dealing with 
the submission of a report to the Congress prior to proceeding with the construc- 
tion of the San Luis unit in the event it is determined after July 1, 1960, that 
the prospects of an agreement with the State of California are not reasonably 
firm is acceptable to this Department. 

(5) The provision, beginning on line 18 on page 5, with respect to the advance 
of funds by the State to pay for the cost of designing and constructing the works 
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so as to permit their future enlargement by the State and the right of the State 
thereafter to enlarge the works and to the use of such additional capacity jg 
generally satisfactory to us. However, we still believe, as we mentioned in oyr 
May 21 letter, that the State should be required to submit its plans for enlarge 
ment and construction to the Secretary for approval to assure that the Federa} 
structures will not be adversely affected. This could be accomplished by adding 
after the word “State” in line 24 on page 5 the words “, after approval of its 
plans by the Secretary,”’. In order to conform the language of the proposed 
provision with the amendments suggested above, we recommend that the words 
*joint-use facilities” be substituted for the word “project” in line 20 on page 5, 

(6) The proposed language beginning in line 23 on page 6 with regard to the 
advance of payments by the State to permit a timely construction schedule js 
acceptable to this Department. 

(7) Subsection (d) of section 3 would fix the formula for the sharing of the 
operation, maintenance, and development costs of the joint-use facilities. This 
provision would require such cost sharing on the basis of the ratio of the amount 
contributed by each to the total cost of construction. In our opinion, there are 
too many factors that should be taken into account to permit an equitable deter. 
mination of cost sharing by the adoption of a formula such as committee print 
No. 2 would provide. For example, use of the joint features for the Feather 
River project would involve year-round operation of the San Luis Canal to 
furnish municipal and industrial water to southern California. Service to the 
San Luis unit, on the other hand, would be on a seasonable basis. This is only 
one of the factors which ought to be considered in determining an equitable 
sharing of costs that would be ignored by the proposed formula. Other factors 
include the amounts of water delivered, peak canal capacity requirements, and 
magnitude of savings through joint use. We believe that an equitable sharing 
of costs should be determined by negotiation and agreement rather than by a 
fixed formula in authorizing legislation. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
language of the committee print dated May 1, 1958, we restored. 

(8) Senator Anderson’s letter indicates that the provision relating to the 
transfer of title to the facilities of the San Luis unit are proposed to be elimi- 
nated on the ground that section 6 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (32 Stat. 388, 
389) provides that title to such works shall remain in the United States until 
the Congress shall otherwise provide. We do not object to the proposed dele- 
tion of section 3(c). 

(9) Proposed subsections (f) and (g) of section 3 would provide that the 
rights of the United States and of the State to use of the capacities of the 
joint-use features shall be based upon the ratio of the contribution of each to 
the total capital costs of such features with a requirement that the United 
States shall have a right to the use of no less than 1 million acre-feet of the 
capacity of the San Luis Reservoir. While this proposed fixed formula might 
work for San Luis Reservoir, especially as the proposed language guarantees 
1 million acre-feet of capacity for Federal use, we doubt that it would be work- 
able for the San Luis Canal. On the basis of data now available, the ultimate 
capacity of the San Luis Canal for joint use would vary from 12,500 cubic feet 
per second at the head of the San Luis unit service area to 7,000 cubic feet per 
second at the lower end of the service area. The required capacity for the 
Federal project would vary from 6,800 cubic feet per second at the head of the 
service area to 700 cubic feet per second at the lower end of the service area. 
Thus, the requirements of the Federal project would range from 55 percent to 
10 percent of the capacity of the San Luis-Kettleman City portion of the San 
Luis Canal. A formula that would give a flat overall percentage, such as the 
proposed language would provide, would obviously not conform with those 
requirements. 

Detailed operational studies by the Bureau of Reclamation and the State 
will be required to formulate a plan of operation for joint uSe. Only after 
such a study can the Federal and State needs and their interrelationship be 
determined. 

We believe that the Federal Government should be assured of the use of 
sufficient capacities in the joint facilities necessary to serve the San Luis unit. 
The problem then would become one of construction of the joint-use features 
to capacities sufficient to accommodate State needs also. 

Section 3 (g) and (h) of committee print dated May 1, 1958, would provide 
the necessary guarantees to protect both Federal and State investments if 
joint-use features are properly designed. We recommend that the language 
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of the sections be restored to that which apepared in the committee print dated 
May 1, 1958, in lieu of sections 3 (f) and (g) of Committee Print No. 2. 

(10) Section 5 is a new proposal which would authorize water service from 
the Central Valley project, by way of the Pacheco tunnel route, to lands and 
municipalities in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. 
Under the provisions of section 5, an investigation and report on the feasibility 
of the proposal would be required, provided the local water authority or other 
public agency or agencies should agree to pay one-half of the cost thereof. 
If the report should indicate that the work would be feasible from an engineering 
and an economic standpoint, is reviewed by the State, and is approved by the 
Secretary and the Congress, construction could then be undertaken, but not 
prior to July 1, 1962, unless in the meantime the Governor should notify the 
Secretary that the State approves the construction of the proposed works by 
the Federal Government. 

As we indicated in our May 25 letter, the furnishing of a new supply of water 
to the area concerned is covered by the State’s water plan and we would not 
wish to overlap or duplicate the State’s program, studies, or plans, unless, of 
course, we were specifically directed to do so by the Congress. 

The question of requiring the local interests to pay all of the costs of the 
investigation has not been raised heretofore to our knowledge. If the Congress 
were to direct us to undertake this proposed investigation, we would, of course, 
not object to a requirement that it be made only if the local interests advance 
all such costs. 

(11) We have no objection to the new section 7 which would provide specific- 
ally that the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to lands served 
by the State outside the San Luis unit service area. 

(12) The present estimated capital cost of the San Luis unit is $290,430,000, 
exclusive of the costs of constructing distribution and drainage systems. This 
estimate is based on October 1957 prices and upon use of offpeak power for 
project pumping. This represents an increase of $61,300,000 over the cost 
estimate given in this Department’s interim San Luis unit report to the Congress 
of December 17, 1956, which was based on January 1954 prices. About $29 
million of this increase is due to rises in construction price levels and the 
remainder, about $32 million, to provisions for off-peak pumping not included 
in the plan presented in the interim report. 

The estimated cost of the major features involved is as follows: 
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‘The estimated cost of San Luis Dam and Reservoir constructed to 1 million 
acre-foot capacity and designed to serve the San Luis unit, only is $56,364,000. 
The added cost of making provision for later enlargement is $10,814,000. How- 
ever, even if it is built as an all-Federal project, future enlargement of San Luis 
Reservoir to 2 million acre-foot capacity would be contemplated to serve lands 
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further south in the San Joaquin Valley in the potential Avenal Gap unit service. 
area. For this reason the cost of providing for enlargement is included in the 
original plan for San Luis Dam and Reservoir and is reflected in the $290,430,000 
total estimated cost of the San Luis unit supply works. 

There are also other costs for future service provisions included in the above 
estimate. The estimate for pump discharge lines contains $4 million for future 
service and the San Luis Canal estimate includes $2,887,000 for the same purpose, 
Thus, of the $290,430,000 estimate, a total of $17,701,000 is included for future 
enlargement or for future service. 

If the San Luis unit is to be constructed for integration with the State’s 
Feather River project, a problem exists as to construction of the San Luis Canal, 
A eanal with a capacity of 6,800 cubic-feet per second at the head of the service 
area would be required to serve only the San Luis unit. If the San Luis Cana] 
is to serve both the San Luis unit and the Feather River project, it is presently 
estimated that a comparable capacity of 12,500 cubic feet per second would be 
required. It does not appear that construction of San Luis Canal with initia} 
capacity of 6,800 cubic feet per second with provision for joint-use fe: a it 
should be constructed initially to full capacity. For the stretch of the San Luis 
Canal from San Luis Dam to Kettleman City, the stretch required for the San 
Luis unit, the estimated cost of constructing the canal to full joint-use ¢ capacity 
is $123,600,00 as compared with the estimated cost of $77,900,000 if it is con- 
structed to serve the San Luis unit only with provisions for future service in the 
Avenal Gap unit area. 

In addition to the comments made above, we suggest that the following minor 
technical amendments be made in order to conform the provisions of the bill 
with the amendments suggested heretofore : 

(1) In line 8 on page 4 delete the phrase “(hereinafter referred to as the 
State).” 

(2) In line 7 on page 6 substitute the words “joint-use facilities” for the 
words “project works and features”’. 

(3) In line 17 on page 8 delete the words “the San Luis unit and”. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this proposed report to your committee. However, that 
Bureau requested that we advise your committee that the Bureau of the Budget 
would recommend against authorization of the extension contemplated in see- 
tion 5 at this time and would recommend that the terms of the bill make it 
clear that recreation facilities be treated as a part of the overall Federal costs 
and allocated to major project purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Rogers. Did you have anything else, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I also ask unanimous consent. that a 
statement from the California Farm Research and Legislative Com- 
mittee, Santa Clara, Calif., under a covering letter signed by Mrs. 
Grace McDonald, in support of the pending bill be made a part of 
the record. This statement refers to H.R. 301, which, of course, was 
the initial bill on which these hearings were set and it is my under- 
standing that a similar position would be taken on the new bill, 
H.R. 3687 ; 

Mr. Rogers. Is there objection ? 

The Chair hears none. Is that a letter, now, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. It is a statement, I might say, Mr. Chairman, which is 
entitled, “Statement of the California Farm Research and Legisla- 
tive Committee on H.R. 301, Sisk, and H.R. 302, Gubser,” and the 
covering letter. 

Mr. Rocers. The statement and the covering letter will be inserted 
at this point in the record. 
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(Documents referred to follow :) 


CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, — 
Santa Clara, Calif., March 13, 1959. 


Hon. B. F. S1sk, 


elfth Congressional District, California, 
ie Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN : Enclosed please find two copies of our official statement 
on the San Luis project—your H.R. 301 and H.R. 302, Gubser, as this measure 
xpands recipients of benefits of the project to users in Monterey, San Benito, 
Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties. 

We would appreciate your having the statement made a part of the record, 
transferring the ribbon copy and a carbon if necessary, and retaining the second 
earbon copy for yourself. ; ; itt : 

I have sent two copies to Representative Gubser with a similar covering letter. 

With all good wishes for a successful bout with the future and an end to the 
Trinity “partnership” deal once and for all. 

Cordially, 
Mrs. GRACE MCDONALD, 
Executive Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON 
H.R. 301, Sisk, AND H.R. 302, GUBSER 


Hon. Wayne Aspinall and members of the subcommittee and full committee, 
once again our Comittee urges upon you the claims of the people of California 
for immediate authorization of the San Luis project and related works in the 
Central Valley of California as generally set forth in H.R. 301, Sisk, and those 
portions of H.R. 302, Gubser, which would provide water from the San Luis project 
through the Pacheco Tunnel for lands and municipalities in Monterey, San 
Benito, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties following feasibility studies, 
review by the State of California, and approval by the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Congress. 

During the year which has elapsed since we supported measures which you had 
under consideration in the 85th Congress relating to this project, California has 
taken a giant step toward the goal of meeting its water needs. 

At the request of Gov. Edmund G. Brown, the State assembly has com- 
mitted the State investment fund to development of State water resources, and 
there is little doubt that the senate will follow the lead of the lower house. 

Such action must assure you that California is united in its determination to 
join in the San Luis project at the earliest possible date. The moneys in the fund 
may be spent for investigations, site acquisitions, or construction of any of the 
project’s features. (In this connection we believe that section 3 of the bill should 
spell out more concretely terms for giving credit to the State for any expenditures 
which would be normally made by the United States not only for joint-use facil- 
ities, but also for specifically Federal facilities, either nonreimbursable or reim- 
bursable by water or power users, in order that the water development fund may 
remain as “seed money” for future projects. ) 

Your immediate favorable action upon H.R. 301 and its expansion to serve the 
counties enumerated in H.R. 302 will make it possible to start construction of 
facilities which are desperately needed for water-short farmlands and water-short 
cities and to have Interior prepare the feasibility report referred to in H.R. 302. 

Collateral action essentiai to assure that the San Luis project nay be opjrated 
at the lowest possible cost is construction of the power features at Trinity Dam 
and appurtenant works by the United States. We emphatically oppose any and 
all partnership proposals which would turn over to a private utility the falling 
water on the Trinity and we feel sure that your committee will adhere to the time- 
tested policies laid out by the Congress to retain the public power features intact 
of all federally operated multipurpose projects. 

In our support of H.R. 301 with the added features relating to providing project 
Water to the additional counties enumerated in H.R. 302, may we restate our 
historical position that we have continuously called for a federally constructed 
San Luis project fully integrated with all existing and future phases of the Cen- 
tral Valley project, including the Trinity River division, and to be operated in 
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accordance with the public power, acreage limitation, and antispeculation provi- 
sions of reclamation law. 

At a legislative conference called under our auspices in Sacramento February 
1, 1959, a resolution drafted by us was unanimously adopted, which took into 
consideration the new developments in California’s water program posed by 
Governor Brown’s water message to the State legislature. In our statement, copy 
of which is enclosed, we said in part: ’ 

“We concur in the Governor's belief that the Federal Government should be 
asked, and that it will continue to finance, western projects designed for naviga- 
tion, flood control, and irrigation. 

“We maintain, however, that to insure maximum Federal aid it is essential] to 
write into State law the same antispeculation and public power preference provi. 
sions now operating in Federal law. There is ample precedent for enactment of 
these safeguards since the State constitution contains a provision for a 320-aere 
limit on State land grants (art. XVIII, sec. 2) and the people of California yoteg 
for public power preference in the California Central Valley project referendyp 
of 1983 * * *,” 

We fully believe that any inconsistencies between Federal and State safeguards 
will be resolved by the State of California in favor of conformity with Federaj 
practices as we cannot conceive that the people of California would allow a more 
expensive, less beneficial State San Luis project to exist side by side with a less 
expensive, more beneficial Federal San Luis project. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, ASSOCIATE COMMIS. 
SIONER OF RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY B. P. BELLPORT, 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, SACRAMENTO; AND IVAN P. HEAD, 
CHIEF, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT, SACRAMENTO 


Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bellport has a statement to read, 

Mr. Betirorr. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: 

I will discuss the San Luis unit and the way in which it fits into 
the Central Valley project and the California water plan. My state- 
ment is essentially the same as I gave last year, and it will supplement 
and bring up to date the engineering information contained in Seere- 
tary Seaton’s interim report to the Congress of December 17, 1956. As 
I go through the details you may find it helpful to refer to the five 
illustrations attached to each copy of my statement. This large map 
I have with me shows the same things as the second illustration you 
have. 

The basic purpose of the unit is to transfer surplus wintertime water 
now wasting into the ocean through the Golden Gate and regulate it 
to make it usable in water deficient areas to the south. This is the 
same basic principle upon which the present works of the Central 
Valley project are now operating, and would continue to operate in 
coordination with the San Luis unit. 

The San Luis unit is situated on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley about 150 miles southeast of San Francisco and about 3) 
miles southwest of Fresno (illustration No. 1). Lands to be irrigated 
lie between elevations of about 200 and 500 feet above sea level ona 
broad, gently sloping plain extending eastward from the coast range. 
The area forms a strip about 65 miles long and 13 miles wide totaling 
about 500,000 acres. The area lies in the arid belt in the lee of the 
coast range where the only surface water resources are minor creeks, 
which dry up in the summer when water is needed for the crops 
Accordingly, present irrigation relies entirely on ground water which 
is heavily overdrawn. For 1951-52 the net overconsumption was 
estimated at about 500,000 acre-feet annually. Consequently, water 
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Jevels in deep wells have been steadily declining and pump lifts in- 
creasing (see illustration No. 3). Between 1946 and 1951 pump lifts 
increased at the rate of 25 feet per year. In 1951 the average pump 
lift was about 400 feet. The decline in water levels is still continuing, 
although at a somewhat lesser rate. Between 1952 and 1958 water 
levels in wells have declined generally 30 to 60 feet, or an average of 
5 to 10 feet per year. 

At the present time, developing a well for an agricultural water 
supply in the San Luis area is no small undertaking. Some of the 
existing wells are as deep as 2,000 feet and are powered by electric 
motors with capacities as large as 300 horsepower. One well of this 
type may be used to irrigate an entire section of 640 acres of land. To 
finance this sort of development and to stand the loss if a well does not 
produce, requires a considerable capital investment. Consequently, 
the San Luis area now is an area in which large ownerships are al- 
most an economic necessity. 

Judged in accordance with reclamation law, there are about 325,000 
acres of excess land in the service area grouped in 130 separate owner- 
ships. The owners are fully aware of the ramifications of reclamation 
law in regard to their excess lands. Our understanding is that most 
of these owners, with the notable exception of the Southern Pacific 
Co., are willing to sign recordable contracts in compliance with ree- 
lamation law. The Southern Pacific Co., owns 120,000 acres within 
the San Luis service area and another 30,000 acres in Kings and Kern 
Counties immediately south of the San Luis service area. One year 
ago a formal statement by the company to the Chairman of the Sen- 
ate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation expressed prefer- 
ence for non-Federal development of a supplemental water supply for 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. The statement went on to 
say, however, that if a Federal reclamation project were authorized, 
the company would sit down with the Bureau of Reclamation officials 
and explore the possibilities for obtaining water for company lands. 

If San Luis unit is authorized and if the Southern Pacific Co. 
joins the other large landowners in accepting the recordable con- 
tracts, then the opportunity to buy adequate water at a reasonable 
price will bring a change in the pattern of ownership. Ultimately, 
under project conditions, the west side of the San Joaquin Valley 
should resemble very closely the present pattern of development on 
the east side of the valley. 

The crop pattern in the project service area also will change. As of 
1950, the date of our latest complete crop survey, there were about 
400,000 acres developed for irrigation in the San Luis area. About 
one-third of this was fallowed each year, not for soil replenishment, 
but simply because the existing water supply was expensive to develop, 
and therefore limited in quantity. Of the remaining acreage actually 
irrigated, about 73,000 acres were devoted to long staple cotton, 162,000 
acres to irrigated grain and hay, and about 38,000 acres to field and 
truck crops, forage, and deciduous fruits and grapes. 

For study purposes we have assumed that, under project conditions 
fora full water supply at reasonable cost, the acreage of long staple 
cotton would increase by about 60,000 acres, the truck crop acreage 
by 70,000 acres, the field crop acreage by 50,000 acres, the deciduous 

t and nut acreage by 20,000 acres and forage crops acreage by 
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130,000 acres. Grain would disappear completely except as a second 
crop on land devoted primarily to truck or field crops. Winter truck 
also would be grown advantageously as a second crop to supply needs 
of the steadily developing frozen foods industry. It is important to 
note that more than 85 percent of the land in the service area is class 
1 or 2, that the area has a frost-free growing period of from 250 to 
over 300 days annually, and even during the so-called frost period 
there are very few frosts. These conditions make it an extremely 
versatile agricultural area capable of producing a wide variety of 
crops when ; adequate water is available. Should some particular crop 
encounter market difficulties in the future, it will be easy for the 
farmers to replace it with a more profitable crop. This v ersatility 
is the best possible assurance that the San Luis area will not aggravate 
problems of crop surpluses. 

When the investigation started, the first question to be answered 
was the source of water supply. The best source would be the winter 
surpluses of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta provided that an 
economical mathod could be found to lift the water from sea level in 
the delta, transport the water southward and store it for use in the 
summer irrigation season. Fortunately, the Delta-Mendota Canal 
of the Central Valley project had been constructed from the delta to 
the San Luis area. This canal and the Tracy pumping plant, which 
lifts water from the delta into it, are designed to supply water to 
northern San Joaquin Valley lands (see ilustration No. 2). Sixty. 
seven miles from the Tracy pumping plant, the Delta-Mendota Canal 
passes within 214 miles of the San Luis Reservoir site, a point close 
to the head of the San Luis service area. The pumps and canal will 
be used to their capacity only during the peak of the irrigation season 
in summer. In winter and ‘early spring months the canal transports 
relatively little water, while during the same months millions of aere- 
feet annually waste to the sea through the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta. If San Luis Reservoir existed, this surplus water could be 
lifted and transported by the almost idle pumps and canal to San 
Luis Creek. 

Here a new set of pumps could lift it into San Luis Reservoir to 
await the start of irrigation. When needed to sustain growing crops, 
the water could be released from San Luis Reservoir to the proposed 
San Luis Canal. In this manner, the Delta-Mendota Canal could be 
used to supply the San Luis area with about 1,250,000 acre-feet of 
water annually. This would approximately double the annual amount 
of water transported for beneficial use by the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

It is this plan of service which is provided for in H.R. 301. The 
Tracy pumping plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal, of course, are 
existing works. Beyond San Luis Creek new works would be r- 
quired, including the San Luis pumping plants, San Luis Reservoir 
and forebay, the 104-mile San Luis C anal, the Pleasant Valley pump- 
ing plant and canal, transmission facilities to the project pumping 
plants, a series of small relift pumps, and miscellaneous structures 
for operation and maintenance (see illustration No. 3). 

Since the regional director issued his feasibility report in May 
1955, discussions with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. have resulted 
in the possibility of an offpeak energy exchange which is not provided 
for in the existing contract. This offer was reiterated in a letter 
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of January 16, 1958, from Robert H. Gerdes, executive vice president 
of Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to the Honorable Clair Engle, then 
chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. This 
letter is a part of the record of last year’s hearings held by this sub- 
committee on San Luis unit. Studies based on such an offpeak energy 
exchange indicate that the required increase in the main San Luis 
pumping plant and the provision of a low-head pumping plant and 
a forebay between the Delta-Mendota Canal and the San Luis Reser- 
voir would be economically justified. 

We again recommend authorization of this modification of the works 
shown in the regional director’s report of May 1955. Further detailed 
studies prior to construction will be required to establish the most 
economic sizes of forebay and pumps. 

A price of $7.50 per acre-foot for water delivered at canalside 
would be sufficient to repay 76 percent of the interest-free cost. of the 
portion of the new San Luis works allocated to irrigation. The re- 
mainder of the cost of the new irrigation works would come from the 
earned surplus of the other Central Valley project features. This 
earned surplus would be reduced further because a large amount 
of electrical energy would be diverted from commercial sale and put 
to use for project pumping on San Luis. 

If the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. builds the Trinity plants, then 
the Central Valley project, including the San Luis unit, can meet 
the reimbursable portions of project costs by the year 2017 with an 
earned surplus of over $200 million. If the Federal Government 
builds the Trinity plants, then the Central Valley project, including 
San Luis unit, can meet the reimbursable portions of project costs by 
the year 2017 with an earned surplus of over $65 million. (Illustra- 
tions 4 and 5.) 

Aside from the major features discussed above, the water users 
might elect. to contract for distribution systems, including drains 
and wells, with the United States. These would cost an estimated 
$192,650,000 to build and would be repaid in 40 equal annual install- 
ments of about $4,800,000 per year. The total costs, although rela- 
tively high as compared with those of many other projects, are within 
the ability of the farmers to repay. 

In several ways San Luis unit is similar to the Feather River 
aqueduct. This aqueduct is proposed by the State of California as 
part of its authorized Feather River project. The Feather River 
aqueduct is shown on the large map (illustration 2), by the yellow 
and alternate red and yellow line. It would convey water from the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley, in addition, the aqueduct would carry water for municipal 
and industrial use in the Los Angeles area. 

H.R. 301 provides for possible integration of the Feather River 
aqueduct and the San Luis unit. This integration would be accom- 
plished by building some of the San Luis works to larger capacities 
than would be required to serve the San Luis area alone. These 
works, termed “joint use” facilities, would be used to store or trans- 
port water for the Feather River project as well as for the San Luis 
unit. The joint-use facilities, shown in a combination of red and 
yellow on the map (illustration 2) are San Luis forebay; the main 


San Luis pumping plant; the San Luis Dam and Reservoir; and San 
Luis Canal. 
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Feather River water would come from the Delta in the Feather 
River aqueduct (yellow line) while water for San Luis would be 
transported by the Delta-Mendota Canal. The two waters would be 
mingled in San Luis forebay and the remainder of the joint-usg 
features. Bureau customers in the San Luis unit would receive water 
from the joint-use San Luis Canal. At the same time the canal would 
be conveying water for the Feather River project for services south 
of the San Luis service area. 

H.R. 301 provides the basis for an agreement between the Federal 
Government and the State of California to accomplish this integra 
tion. Under such integration the San Luis unit would receive its 
water by exactly the same basic process as I described for the San Luis 
unit as a separate project. That _ wintertime surpluses would be 
conveyed by pumps and canals to San Luis Reservoir. There they 
would be held until the irrigation season and then released for use 
throughout the service area. How much enlargement the joint-use 
facilities would need to accommodate the Feather River water users 
would be up to the State of California. The bureau would take re- 
sponsibility for seeing that the joint-use facilities are properly con- 
structed and that the Central Valley project has rights to sufficient 
capacities in the joint-use facilities to deliver an “adequate water 
supply to the San Luis service area. 

An agreement between the two agencies would provide for an 
equitable sharing of both construction and operation costs. This 
should result in savings to both the Federal and State projects. How- 
ever, the Federal share of the construction costs of the joint-use 
facilities would, in no event, exceed the construction costs of works 
adequate to serve the San Luis area alone. The same would apply to 
the Federal share of the annual costs of operation and maintenance of 
the joint-use facilities. 

During the past year members of my staff have met with members 
of the California Department of Water Resources to discuss the de- 
tails of the proposed agreement. These meetings have shown us that 
much study will be required to develop the detail necessary for in- 
corporation into an equitable and workable agreement. At the same 
time these meetings have supported my confidence in our ability to 
conclude an agreement and to carry out the provisions of H.R. 301. 

(Attachments referred to follow.) 
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Mr. Rogers. Are there any questions anyone wants to ask Mr. Bell- 
port ? 

Mr. Aspinall ? 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Chairman, I asked Governor Brown a question 
about the possibility of the start of construction. I do not know 
whether I got the answer that the departmental witnesses would like 
to have or not. 

As I understand it, the Governor suggested it was his opinion there 
would be no start of construction on the project until agreement had 
been reached between the State for the State project and the Govern- 
ment for the Government project, or until April 1, 1962, which would 
be the last date on which the State could take advantage of this plan. 

Are there any facilities that are planned in this project, joint facili- 
ties or merely Federal facilities, that could be started ahead of that 
time, Mr. Bellport ? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Aspinall, I think I can clear this point up, if the 
committee will permit me to talk from the map here for a moment, 

There is some confusion here about what this project is as a Federal 
project and what it becomes with joint considerations with the State. 

We had proposed as a Federal project to provide some extra capac- 
ity in some of the works for use in expanding the Federal project 
whether or not the State comes in. If the State should come in, those 
provisions for enlargement would then go to the benefit of the State 
project. 

For example, at the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, if we were to 
build it merely as a Federal project and without reference to the State 
project, we would spend some $10 million extra to provide a base there 
for ultimate enlargement of that as a means of water supply for the 
Avenal Gap area. This 500,000-acre project and other areas could be 
served ultimately by the facilities of the Central Valley project, in- 
cluding San Luis, by raising the reservoir up to the 2 million acre-foot 
capacity ultimately and by minor adjustments to the San Luis Canal 
which would be provided for also in our plan. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Before you leave that, may I inquire as to what hap- 
pens to that particular proposed project if the State assumes its obli- 
gation under the joint Federal-State project ? 

Mr. Dominy. By adding one other additional feature to the initial 
construction, which would be larger outlet works, we could provide 
the capacity for the State project in addition to what we had planned 
originally for possible expansion as a Federal project. But if the 
State project came in it would serve the Avenal Gap area, and that 
base that we had to put in would be taken over by it as part of its 
project plan. 

Mr. Asprnauu. But they could not make their project feasible in 
any instance unless they did have this added strength of dam? 

Mr. Domtny. That is correct. The time to build that extra capac- 
ity in the core and in the base structure is when we build the Federal 
project whether or not the State is to participate. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Just so the record can be clear, how much of that 
additional cost, provided it still remains a Federal project and this last 
mentioned project will be included, how much of that project. will be 
paid by the users, and how much will come from the power fund of 
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the Central Valley project, or have you not gotten that far along in 


your computation ? 


Mr. Dominy. We know that a sizable portion of the total invest- 
ment in the Federal San Luis project will be paid by power revenues, 
a substantial portion will be paid from sales of water and from con- 
tributions from the irrigated land. 

It would be difficult to break out which features of that expenditure 
were being charged one place or the other. But we certainly have felt 
all along that about $10 million additional ought to be spent on the 
San Luis Dam. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. That is what bothers me a little bit because this 
$10 million you talk about which comes from the power fund, after 
you figure out the repayment for the cost of construction, those funds 
are in reality funds that are held in the basin fund more or less as a 
trust obligation to be returned to the Treasury of the United States, 
unless they are used otherwise. I just wondered how much of this 
$10 million you are talking about will be repaid by the users, rather 
than come out of basin funds, providing you had to go ahead alone 
and assume the responsibility of the Federal project of the overall 
San Luis project. 

Mr. Dominy. The overall San Luis project, without the Avenal Gap, 
but including the provision for the additional capacity ultimately, 
$68 million of that would be paid from power and about $216 million 
of it would be paid from irrigation, and about $5,900,000 from munici- 
pal and industrial water. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Let me put the question the other way, because I do 
not want to take the time this morning. In the report which you have 
will it show the cost and method of repayment of the proposed 
Avenal Gap project ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir; we have not explored that project far enough 
to do that, Mr. Aspinall. We do know there is a sizable block of land 
that needs water and ought to be served ultimately, and we know it 
can be served either as addition to the San Luis project as a Federal 

roject or it can be served as a part of the Feather River project 
in joint development with the State. 

We feel it is very definitely to the advantage of good resource devel- 
opment to build the basic structure in such a way that this expansion 
could be made. 

Mr. Asprnaty. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Roerrs. Mr. Ullman ? 

Mr. Utitman. I have a couple of questions I would like to handle 
as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. Dominy, regarding these railroad lands and the issue involved, 
what is our alternative? If we hold to our reclamation law, will these 
lands be kept outside of the project ? 

Mr. Dominy. Under California law, of course, they could be incor- 
porated into the water district and be subject to the repayment 
arrangements under reclamation law by vote of the remaining lands 
of the area. 

You understand that in forming a water district, even though 
an owner wants to have his lands excluded, that he can be voted in if 
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there is a large enough majority of other land voting in favor of the 
project. 

Mr. Uxuman. Is it determined by the number of landowners or 
acreage involved ¢ 

Mr. Domrny. In California, I believe, it is by acreage. In some 
States, it is the number of owners. The district in this case has 
already been formed and 65,000 acres of this Southern Pacific land 
has been included within the boundaries of the district. So that 
decision has already been made. 

Mr. Utiman. I see. 

Mr. Dominy. Other of the Southern Pacific lands would be served 
as part of the State project; is that right, Mr. Head? 

Mr. Heap. They are included in the San Luis service area, the 
entire 120,000 acres included in the service area of which 65,000 acres 
are in the Westlands water district. 

Mr. Untiman. Would this mean that the rest would not be—is this 
the only Federal water district under this project ? 

Mr. Heap. There will be other irrigation districts formed in the 
San Luis service area. The largest is Westlands. 

Mr. Utuman. In other words, some of the other railroad lands could 
be included in some of the other districts that could be formed? 

Mr. Heap. That is right. 

Mr. Untiman. So this is a fluid matter and if the bill is passed with- 
out amendment to make exception to this land, then all of it could be 
included by vote of the landowners out there in the district subject to 
reclamation law. 

Mr. Heap. That is right insofar as forming districts is concerned. 

Mr. Utiman. I am a bit confused yet, about this cost factor. You 
heard the California witnesses state a cost factor of $400 million with 
40 percent being paid by the Federal Government, $160 million. How 
do you justify the $290 million in the bill as against this estimate on 
the part of California ? 

Mr. Dominy. The $290 million is the estimate of a Federal project 
with the base in the dam and reservoir that I talked about a moment 
ago. If it is built as joint endeavor, the cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment in its San Luis project would be less than $290 million, but the 
State would be absorbing some of the joint cost features. 

We had hesitated, Mr. Chairman, in giving any specific figures 
at this time as far as this joint cost and equitable adjustment between 
the State and the Federal Government in building a joint project is 
concerned. Since it has come up and since you have had testimony 
here from Harvey Banks, I believe it would be helpful if I read a brief 
statement into the record that gave you some breakdown of prelim- 
inary estimates as we see it, just using one method of allocation on 
these joint costs. We donot know whether that is the final and proper 
allocation. We come out fairly close at this time to what Mr. Banks 
put into the record on a split of about 40-60. 

We would come out a little less than 40 percent to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and a little more than 60 to the grate in the figures we have 


which are very preliminary, and we do not want to give the impression 
that this is at all final because this needs to be worked out after very 
careful] economic and engineering consideration. 

An estimated $480 million would be required to construct the 
joint-use facilities, plus the additional project works required for 
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the San Luis unit alone. These works would provide full service to 
the San Luis unit except for the irrigation distribution system and 
would provide all necessary handling of Feather River project water 
between San Luis and Kettleman City. Additional amounts would 
have to be spent by the Sate to get the water to San Luis Reservoir 
and from Kettleman City to the service area. 

For example, the State would have to build the Feather River 
aqueduct because our Delta-Mendota Canal does not have the capacity 
for both the Federal project and the State project as proposed. 

Of the $480 million, about $400 million would be for the joint-use 
facilities used by both the State and the Federal project. This pre- 
liminary estimate of what the joint-use facilities would cost has been 
concurred in by both the Bureau and the State. If construction costs 
of the joint-use facilities were to be divided between the State and 
Federal Government in proportion to the capacities required by each, 
then the Federal share would be about $154 million and the State’s 
share would be about $246 million. This method of allocation has 
not been agreed upon by the agencies, and some other method may be 
finally used. 

The proportionate-use method, however, is one which can be easily 
esiied with information already available and it gives at least a 
rough guide as to how the cost might be divided. 

In addition to investing $154 million in construction of the joint- 
use facilities, the Federal Government would put up about $80 mil- 
lion for the additional works required for the San Luis Federal 
unit alone. The total Federal construction under joint development 
then would be about $236 million, instead of the more than $290 
million required to construct the San Luis unit as a separate Federal 
project. The indicated reduction in Federal investment would be 
more than $56 million. 

Now, let us take the joint-use features and cover the costs on that 
basis. The San Luis Dam and Reservoir has a total cost of $150 
million. We think the State’s share would run in the neighborhood 
of about $82,850,000 and the Federal share about $67,150,000. If we 
were to build the Federal San Luis project with the capacity in it 
for ultimate expansion, it would still cost the Federal Government 
approximately the same amount—— 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, right there may I ask Mr. Dominy 
a question? If provision for enlargement of the dam is not made 
at this time to take care of any future development either by the 
Federal Government or by the State, what would be the cost at the 
ultimate time to enlarge the dam as compared with the cost of enlarge- 
ment now ? 

Mr. Dominy. I have asked the engineers of the Bureau that. ques- 
tion, and they tell me it is almost impossible to make an estimate, 
because if you build the dam with the core and everything to fit the 
minimum size, and then have to expand it to the larger size, it would 
be a very costly undertaking and it would be much less feasible to 
do it that way. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Certainly, you have some engineers that can give a 
rough estimate and I wish you would try to get them to make a rough 
estimate. I am not opposing the building of the dam at this time, 
but what I am trying to do is get something in the record to show 
why it is feasible. 

38235—59——11 
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Mr. Dominy. We can get an estimate. It will be a rough one and 
the engineers will continue to tell us that is not the way to do it, 
but we can get an estimate for you, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. AspINaL. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. It would be an almost impossible construction job 
to take the small dam and enlarge it, considering the internal valves, 

ates and things like that you have to work with, and 

aving a stand of water there you would have to take off in some 
way. Is that not the basic reason for the difficulty in estimating 
the cost because it is just something that is almost fantastic to 
think about doing. 

Mr. Dominy. en are exactly right, Congressman Hosmer. That 
is the very problem. It makes them shudder to give any kind of an 
estimate because of the many uncertainties and tremendous engineering 

roblems that would be encountered if you had not provided for it 
m the basic structure. But we can provide a statement. 

Mr. AsprInauu. Just a conservative guess, 

Mr. Domriny. Very well, we will provide that for the committee. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

If provision for enlargement is not included in construction of a 1-million-acre. 
foot reservoir, it would cost $140 million to enlarge reservoir to 2,100,000-acre- 
foot capacity at a later date as compared to $83 million for enlargement if pro- 
vision is made in initial construction. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I heard an off-the-cuff statement by an engineer and I 
understand he would not want to be quoted. He simply made a state- 
ment it would practically double the cost of thedam. Is that a ridicu- 
lous statement ! 

Mr. Dominy. I do not think it is ridiculous at all. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not know. He just said if it had to be done at later 
time, it would double the cost of the dam. 

Mr. Dominy. Your barrow pit areas would all be flooded and you 
would have to go to another area for your dirt, and have to go in and 
construct a new set of outlet works. Ido not know just how you would 
accomplish that without disrupting the whole service to the existing 
project either, which would be part of the problem. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Domrny. The second item of joint use, if it is built in the initial 
construction for joimt use, would be the San Luis forebay which would 
be a total cost of $12,200,000. The State’s share of that would be 
$8,130,000, the Federal share $4,070,000. If we were to build that as a 
separate feature of the Federal project, it would only be $3,600,000. 
So it. actually would be more expensive to build that one jointly, but 
that is because of the extra costs involved in raising that particular 
item. 

The San Luis pumping plant is the next joint feature. Under joint 
construction, it would cost $110,500,000. The State share is $73,670, 
000, the Federal share $36,830,000. Now, if we built that strictly to 
the capacity required for the Federal project, the single purpose con- 
struction would cost $60,241,000. So under joint construction, we have 
a saving there of more than $23 million. 
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The San Luis Canal, if built as a joint construction with capacity 
for both, is estimated to cost $122,300,000. The State’s share $78,280,- 
000, the Federal share $46,020,000. If we were to build that canal to 
the capacity initially only for the Federal project, the cost would be 
about $77,900,000. So we have a saving there of almost $32 million 
to get our capacity in the canal if we built it initially to the maximum 
capacity. : 

In the case of the San Luis Canal, since the State would need the 
capacity for its water for the full length of it there just is no 
practical way there either to build it first to supply our needs and 
provide a basic structure to enlarge it to the State’s needs. 

So, in essence, there would just have to be a parallel canal, if it 
were not built originally to its ultimate capacity in our judgment. 

So that gives a reduction in Federal investment of about $56 mil- 
lion that could be accomplished if the overall project were built 
initially. 

Mr. Utuman. I certainly appreciate those figures. This is what 
has been bothering me still you have added greatly to the testimony 
here today. 

One other question. We must assume that the irrigation districts 
out there are going to contract with the Federal Government. for 
their distribution systems and drainage systems. Is it not logical to 
assume that this will be an additional cost to the project? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. The distribution systems can be built, of course, 
by local financing or by contracting with the Bureau of Reclamation 
or by use of the authorities of the Public Law 130 where they would 
borrow the money and do their own engineering and construction. 
But it is likely it would be a Federal expenditure, either through 
the loan program or through bureau construction. 

Mr. Uttman. Are these normally handled in the authorization 
legislation in other projects or done in this fashion ? 

Mr. Dominy. The authority for the construction is normally han- 
dled in the authorization. 

Mr. Utiman. For the distribution system construction ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. What is the reason that this was not handled that 
way ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. I understand the authorization of the distribution 
systems is provided for in this bill. 

Mr. Uttman. It is provided in here? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. But the $290 million does not include that. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

Mr. Uniman. In other words, we are going to have to have addi- 
tional authorization legislation for this money, are we not ? 

Mr. Morris. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Uttman. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. I understand you to say, Mr. Dominy, the distribution 
was not included in here. 

Mr. Domrny. It is not included in the $290 million eost, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Is it authorized by inference from this feasibility 
report ? 
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Mr. Dominy. This bill would authorize the construction of the 
San Luis project and the necessary distribution systems. It is in 
section 7: “There are also authorized to be appropriated in addi- 
tion thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for construction of 
such distribution systems and drains as are not constructed by local 
interests.” That is covered in section 7 of the bill. 

Mr. Morris. Which bill, 301 ? 

Mr. Domriny. In 301, section 6, but it is in H.R. 5687 in section 7. 

Mr. Utiman. The language in the bill is sufficient to authorize this 
expenditure and all we need is the appropriation? This is a matter of 
committee policy that is rather involved; it will leave some questions 
in my mind which I would not raise here. Ithank the witness. 

Mr. Dominy. So the committee will understand what may be con- 
templated there, we have an estimate now for distribution system and 
drainage to serve this San Luis area of about $192 million. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Hosmer? 

Mr. Hosmer. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saund ? 

Mr. Saunp. I have no questions of the witness. 

Mr. Chairman, on the 17th, the day before yesterday, I was granted 
permission to insert into the record the thinking of the people in 
Riverside County, supporting H.R. 5687, signed by the chairman of 
the board of supervisors, chief engineer, and chairman of the irriga- 
tion district. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you desire that be inserted in the record ? 

Mr. Saunp. In the record at the place requested on the 17th. 

Mr. Rogers. Where Members of Congress were allowed to extend 
their remarks? 

Mr. Saunp. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Without a it is so ordered. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, is this report, San Luis unit Central 
Valley report, dated December 17, 1956, the final report on this project? 

Mr. Heap. Would you repeat that, please ? 

Mr. Morris. Is this Department of Interior report, “San Luis Unit 
Central Valley Project, December 17, 1956,” the final report on the 
project? 

Mr. Heap. It isthe final report on this project. Last year and again 
this year the presentation was on the basis of a slight modification of 
that plan to provide for offpeak pumping at San Luis Dam which re- 

uired an increase in the cost of the San Luis pumps and a cost for a 
San Luis forebay to provide for offpeak pumping. 

Mr. Morris. In other words, there has to be a supplemental report? 

Mr. Heap. No. I believe it is handled in the presentation last year 
and again this year. 

Mr. Morris. Is that where the reference is made to the statement 
by Mr. Bellport? This development of the Trinity River division, 
is that in that report ? 

Mr. Betxiport. No; it is not. 

Mr. Morris. Would you send me a copy of this report? 

Mr. Betiport. Of which report? 

Mr. Morris. The 1956 report of the Department of the Interior on 
this project. 
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Mr. Betiport. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair has a few questions I had in mind the other 
day. :; 

Have you developed any documentation of the particular items we 
were talking about with relation to that language on page 2 of the 
bill? ; 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I was glad to see Congress- 
man Sisk put into the record the fact that there were several other 
recent authorizations that carried identical language. As a matter of 
fact, I have a tabulation of 13 project authorizations that have car- 
ried almost identical language. And we have had no problem on any 
of them. 

In this particular bill, the only items that we can pinpoint that 
would come under that general language proposed has to do with the 
fact that this bill as written now provides for recreation on a nonre- 
imbursable basis. That is a specific provision in the bill. So even if 
you struck that language that you referred to on page 2— 
shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws, except so far as the pro- 
visions herein are inconsistent— 
if that exception were stricken it would not change the fact, if this bill 
enacted otherwise, that the recreation facilities would be nonreim- 
bursable because it is so provided specifically in the bill. 

We think the proposed Federal-State arrangements with respect 
to joint-use facilities are also pretty well spelled out in the bill. So 
if that exception were stricken, I do not think it would have any 
serious consequences on this bill at all. 

I think Mr. Sisk brought out another valid reason, perhaps, in sup- 
port of leaving the exception in the bill, however, and that was pos- 
sible future amendments to the reclamation law. 

But we do not really see, Mr. Chairman, any problems that would 
arise if this language “except so far as the provisions thereof are in- 
consistent with this act” were removed from the bill. 

Mr. Rocrrs. What is the source of that language, Mr. Dominy, do 
you know ? 

Mr. Domrny. I think it is language that the lawyers in our Depart- 
ment have used just as general language which clears up problems 
sometimes where there are minor exceptions provided for in the bill 
and by repeating “otherwise they comport to the Federal reclamation 
laws.” It makes plain that the general authorization is within the 
body and framework of reclamation law, except for the minor excep- 
tions provided for in the bill. 

Mr. Rocrers. What I mean is this: Whose mind gave birth to this 
language? Did it come from the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Domtny. I think it did. Undoubtedly it came from our legal 
minds that work with us in drafting reclamation authorizing bills 
from time to time. 

Mr. Rocers. The same would be true of this bill, because your De- 

artment did have a hand in drawing this bill and working out the 
details. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, we did, certainly. 

Mr. Rogers. Has this matter ever been brought up before in coms 
mittee as you recall ? 
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Mr. Dominy. To my knowledge, it has never been discussed to the. 
extent it has in connection with this San Luis bill; no, sir. 

Mr. Rocrers. While we are on the bill, the language in the bill, I do 
think the record ought to show the actual situation that exists in re- 
gard to the authority granted by this bill in view of the fact dis- 
cussion here as to what part of this would be State costs and which 
would be Federal costs. 

Section 7 of this bill is actually a carte blanche authority for ap- 
sik oar of money, is it not, even though the amount $290 million 
used actually is not confined to that expenditure; it is an open-end 
provision in section 7. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true. In this case, as I understand, the bill 
provides for a specific amount and then goes on to read “plus such 
additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes 
in cost of construction of the types involved in San Luis unit as shown 
by engineering indexes.” 

We would interpret that, I think, to mean that this authorization 
is limited as far as the construction of the reservoir and main supply 
canals, other than distribution and drains to $290,430,000 plus any 
index that is justified by reason of a general price rise. 

Mr. Rogers. In other words, the type of construction is defined 
by the language of the bill and whatever the cost in 1961 or 1962 or 
1965, whenever it is built, this language authorizes that, whether it is 
$290 million or $500 million, does it not ? 

Mr. Dominy. That is right, sir, if increases are tied to price levels. 

Mr. Rogers. Then you have an additional situation there, also an 
authorization for appropriation of such amounts required for con- 
struction of such distribution systems and drains as are not con- 
structed by local interests. That is part of the Federal project. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. And it isin addition to the $290 million ? 

Mr. Domriny. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. And “(b) ten operation and maintenance of the unit.” 
Will you explain that part of it ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes. A project of this type, which is being incor- 
porated into our overall Central Valley project, we will be operating 
and maintaining at least for a number of years as a Federal under- 
taking, and we will need appropriated money annually to spend on 
that operation. The cost of the operation would be repaid and be 
in the Treasury even before we spent it because we charge for water 
in advance. So there would be no burden on the Treasury, but there 
would be the requirement of authority for annually seeking some 
money from ths Tieury to operate since the receipts go into the gen- 
eral Treasury and are not available to us to spend for operation and 
maintenance. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to get these things in the record so there will 
not be any misunderstanding. As you know, some people have a lot 
of suspicion of reclamation projects and I think possibly because they 
do not understand them. 

The last sentence in section 7, would you mind giving us a brief 
explanation of that? 
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Mr. Dominy. The sentence which reads: 


All moneys received by the Secretary from the State under this act shall be re- 
covered into the same accounts as moneys appropriated hereunder and shall 
be available without further appropriation to carry out the purposes of this act. 

This obviously provides authority for the Secretary to take the 
moneys paid by the State and put it into our regular construction 
account and mingle it. 

Mr. Rocers. What moneys are those you anticipate will be paid by 
the State ? e 

Mr. Dominy. For example, if we get together on a joint agreement 
to construct, the State would have to put up its share of the construc- 
tion costs, from time to time, as we were constructing the project 
to the joint capacity. If the State were to pay that to the Federal 
Government without language of this type, it would go into the gen- 
eral fund and have to be appropriated back out. This would provide 
that the State could pay that to the Secretary of the Interior and, 
without further action of Congress, he could mingle it with our ap- 

ropriated funds for the Federal portion of the project and expend it 
in construction of the jointly authorized project. I think that is a 
very desirable provision and would take care and eliminate a great 
many accounting headaches and delays that would be occasioned with- 
out such a provision. . 

Mr. Hosmer. Actually the Government is acting as a construction 
agent for the State and this is necessary so that the funds the State 
turns over to it are handled by the agency supposed to handle it. 

Mr. Dominy. That is exactly right, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Dominy, that is the purpose of the Department 
of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, in putting this language in. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; we would strongly recommend that type of au- 
thority in constructing a project on a joint basis such as is envisioned 
here. 

Mr. Rocers. It does not mean that moneys that would be paid in 
by the State for any purpose in connection with this would be put into 


the fund that otherwise would have a proper place in the general fund 
of the Treasury ? 


Mr. Dominy. No, sir. 

Mr, Rocrrs. Now to clarify one or two things in my own mind, 
the testimony of the Governor of California would indicate that the 
hr pet would begin where the yellow marks are just across 
tom the Tracy pumping plant on the map. That is where the yellow 
line commences and would continue on down through Federal or 
joint use area and then on down below that, into the metropolitan 
areas of California for the purpose of providing both industrial- 
and municipal-use water. 

Yhat, Mr. Dominy, can you tell the committee as to the possible 
beginning date of the Feather River aqueduct? Do you have any 
information on that ? 

- Domrny. I will ask Mr. Bellport to give you such information 
as he can based on his day-to-day consideration with the State. 

Mr. Bettrorr. Mr. Rogers, that is a question I would have much 
preferred you asked Mr, Banks the other day because, at this point, 
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we are sitting on the sidelines watching it with considerable interest, 
Too 

Mr. Rocers. We did ask Mr. Banks that, if you will excuse me, and 
did not get a satisfactory answer. 

Mr. Betuporr. I am afraid I am going to have to give you an 
unsatisfactory answer, too. If you read the newspapers, which js 
about the only contact we have with it, there seems to be more una- 
nimity in the various factions this year than there has been in previous 
years. There are greater expressions of hope from both the north 
and south that this is the year they are going to resolve their differ- 
ences. But I certainly could not give you a more definite answer than 
that. 

Mr. Rogers. But the construction of joint use canal, suppose the 
Federal Government should go ahead with the Federal project, that 
is the San Luis unit without it being tied on. Do I understand that 
the State of California would have the authority to enter into a con- 
tract to build this to plans and specifications that would enable its 
use for joint-use purposes even though they did not, at that time, 
know more surely whether they were going to be able to complete the 
upper reaches of that Feather River aqueduct. 

Mr. Beturort. I am sure they could, if the State legislature were 
willing to authorize it and appropriate the funds. 

Mr. Rogers. The matching funds ? 

Mr. Betxrorr. Right. 

Mr. Rogers. Is there any thought, at this time, in California that 
you know of, that would indicate that the State may not be able to 
get the authority to build the Feather River aqueduct above the 
proposed San Luis Dam ? 

Mr. Betuporr. I cannot answer that specifically, Mr. Chairman. 
I think the Governor, or possibly it was one of his aides, the other 
day said he would know within the next 90 days where he was. As 
I understand it, there is some thought that it will require a consti- 
tutional amendment. I think the Governor commented that he was 
not sure, that he is talking about a $500 million bond issue and the 
southern California people are talking about a billion dollars or more. 

Mr. Rocers. How much water would be available for the reservoir 
from both the Feather River aqueduct and the present canal? 

Mr. Bevirorr. The excess capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal 
will only take care of the Federal San Luis project, our million acre- 
foot reservoir. I think you probably understand the canal is used 
in the summer for irrigation water and in the wintertime, when 
sitting idle and the surplus waters are in the delta, it can be used 
to. pump water into the San Luis Reservoir and deliver water to the 
reservoir. 

.-Mr. Rocrers. That water out. of the Delta-Mendota Canal, as you 
point out, available for San Luis Dam, would only be sufficient for 
the Federal project. 
_Mr. Betirorr. That is correct...The San Luis project is sized to 
the excess capacity in the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

Mr. Rogers. That is in effect saying unless the Feather River aque- 


duct is built by the State it would be impossible to create a joint use 
operation insofar as the San Luis Canal is concerned because you 
would not have the water; would you? 
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Mr. Betirorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true. If we were to build the Avenal Gap 
unit, we would have to put in additional canal capacity, parallel to the 
Delta-Mendota. 

Mr. Betiport. That is correct. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to get that clear. 

Mr. Dominy. You remember I testified earlier we would want to 
put the base in the San Luis Dam and Reservoir for ultimate expan- 
sion up to the 2,100,000 acre-foot capacity with or without the State 
project, because we would want ultimately to plan on expanding that 
maximum capacity to serve Avenal Gap and other areas. 

If that were to be done, we would have to put in capacity similar 
to the State Feather River aqueduct, paralleling the Delta-Mendota 
Canal. As Mr. Head testified, the canal only handles water off-season 
enough to supply the Federal San Luis project as here contemplated. 

Mr. Rogers. Then, if the State of California provided the funds 
to make a joint-use project out of San Luis Canal, it would be a com- 
plete waste of money unless they could, in the final analysis, build the 
Feather River aqueduct, would it not? 

Mr. Dominy. I think that is basically true, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Let me ask you this, Mr. Dominy: Is the reservoir you 
speak of costing $1506 million, I believe ? 

Mr. Dominy. To the size of joint use, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. How much would it cost just with the Federal project ? 

Mr. Dominy. Just the Federal project with the provision for en- 
largement would cost $67,178,000. That is our estimate. 

Mr. Rocrrs. What is the difference insofar as size is concerned ? 

Mr. Dominy. The Federal project built to this $67,178,000 would be 
million acre-foot capacity. And the joint capacity is 2,100,000. acre- 
feet. 

Mr. Morris. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. I think this bears on the question Mr. Aspinall asked 
you on the cost of the dam, whether it was joint use or Federal. Sup- 

you were just building that dam by yourself with a million acre- 
oot capacity, yet in that I think you would provide the base for an 
ultimate expansion. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, that is what I have testified. 

Mr. Morris. And that is the statement and the testimony. 

Mr. Dominy. And in the $67,178,000 we have got a base there for 
the larger size. If you wanted to build it strictly to the smaller size 
and not expand at all, you would reduce that by about $10 million. 
You could build it $10 million cheaper. 

Mr, Morris. I think we want to understand thoroughly that it is 
going to cost that much to build the dam anyway, regardless of 
whether there is ever any expansion of capacity made or any joint use 
facilities constructed. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I just want to get this on the record. This whole 
8, or 4, or 5 years of controversy has simply been because of the fact 
that. this dam is going to have to be expanded so that the water can 
be stored by the State so that progress in California can go ahead. 
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I want to make that perfectly clear. This is one of California’s 
most vital resources. I am not talking about water in general, I am 
talking about this particular piece of real estate where the dam is 
going to go. 

So there is no question in anybody’s mind, whether it is done next 
year or 5 years from now, it is going to be done, going to have to be 
done in order to allow this great State to progress. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Could I ask a few questions? We have discussed a little 
bit, because of some concern over precedent, and so forth, having to 
do with your recommendation, and certainly it is my firm belief, and 
I am sure it is concurred in by Mr. Hosmer, we shall go ahead and 
build into this dam the additional foundations and so forth for its 
ultimate enlargement. 

Discussing a precedent which exists right in this very area, is it 
not a fact that this Delta-Mendota Canal was built with surplus 
capacity above and beyond what was needed at the time of construc. 
tion ? 

Mr. Domrny. Some surplus capacity, but most of the surplus capa- 
city is wintertime off-season capacity. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that, but is it not a fact, going back toa 
good many years ago, when this project having to do with Tracy 
pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal was up for discussion, it 
was contemplated to build it considerably smaller. Is the answer 

es? 

Mr. Domrny. There is some capacity in the Delta-Mendota Canal 
even during peak use that is available. 

Mr. Sisk. And because of concern on the part of people in the 
valley, and frankly, the very people that are concerned here now in 
the Westlands water district, Mr. O’Neill and others discussed with 
the Bureau of Reclamation this very fact and this has been nearly 
20 years ago, and on the basis of that it was decided and it was au- 
thorized by the Congress, at that time, to go ahead and construct this 
Delta-Mendota Canal to the size at which it exists in order to have 
this capacity to take care of this San Luis project when and if it was 
constructed. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Domriny. That is true. 

Mr. Sisk. The point I am making: The discussion here with refer- 
ence to using foresight and going ahead and building this dam so as 
to permit enlargement to ultimate capacity has precedent even in this 
very area. 

Let me ask this question. 

Mr. Rocers. I had one or two other questions. I yielded to the 
gentleman and I will bear with him. 

Mr. Stsx. I have one further question and that is this: Do you have 
any idea how much it would cost today to have increased the capac- 
ity of the Delta-Mendota Canal to take care of San Luis had it not 
been made available at that time? 

Mr. Domrny. I am sure the answer to that is the same one we said 
here this morning on enlarging the San Luis Canal. Had it not been 
built with the capacity there, you would have to build now a parallel 
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canal and have to buy the right-of-way in much more expensive cir- 
cumstances and it would be very, very expensive. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. With relation to the reservoir, going back to the res- 
ervoir, | presume that the question as to whether or not this particu- 
lar site is the proper site of the reservoir has been determined by the 
Bureau ? 

Mr. Dominy. It is an excellent reservoir site. 

Mr. Rocers. With relation to the cost insofar as the reservoir is 
concerned, is that in keeping with the cost of similar type reservoirs? 

Mr. Dominy. Well, a 2 million acre-foot reservoir for $150 mil- 
lion; yes I think that is. 

Mr. Rocers. What are some of the other projects which would be 
similar to it insofar as size is concerned ? 

Mr. Dominy. We would be glad to put into the record a statement 
giving you some of those comparisons, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers. I think it would be very good because I know those 
questions are going to be asked. . 

To sum it up, let us say this: Is there any peculiarity about this 
particular reservoir site that will require the expenditure of more 
money in utilizing this particular site as is usual in building a dam or 
reservoir ? 

Mr. Dominy. We will give you a statement covering some of those 
points and a comparison with other reservoirs that we have built 
recently. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Comparison of proposed San Luis Dam with other Bureau of Reclamation dame 


‘oa 


Reservoir | Dam yard- Approxi- 

Dam River Type storage age (cubic | Cost (actual | mate cost, 

capacity yards) orestimated) | January 

(acre-feet) 1959 prices 
San Luis__--- San Luis Creek Earth 1, 000, 000 | 27, 300,000 | ! $67,000,000 | $67, 000, 000 
Palisades Snake River do 1, 400,000 | 13, 600, 000 44,700,000 | 46, 900, 000 
‘Tibet....i..- Marias do 1, 340,000 | 9, 300, 000 19, 200,000 19, 500, 000 
Glendo-- -_-- North Platte do 800,000 | 3,050, 000 13, 100, 000 14, 300, 000 
Trinity. ._- Trinity do 2, 500, 000 | 33, 000, 000 94, 700,000 | 89, 300, 000 
Folsom. ._- American ? Concrete_ 1, 010, 000 9, 000, 000 58, 100, 000 67, 800, 000 





1 Includes $10,800,000 for provisions to permit future enlargement. 
? Constructed by Corps of Engineers. 


Mr. Rocers. With relation to the water and payout situation we 
are confronted with, what kind of figures have we available as to the 
cost of the water for irrigation purposes ? 

Mr, Dominy. Yes, we have some figures on that subject. We have 
proposed to sell water canalside, that is your water supply charge at 
something over $7 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Rocers. How much would that be for a thousand gallons? 

Mr. Dominy. There are 330,000 gallons in an acre-foot, but we 
never figure irrigation water in gallons. We always sell it by the 
measure of the acre-foot. But we expect to have a charge canalside 
in the rate of about $7.50 an acre-foot. Now, the water user will 
need several acre-feet per year, so he is probably going to be pay- 
ing on class 1 land, with his distribution system and everything—he 
is going to be paying up around $35 to $40 an acre for his water. 
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Mr. Rogers. $35 to $40 an acre for his water ? 

Mr. Dominy. Because he will be paying back the full cost of the 
distribution system in 40 years. 

Mr. Rocers. What figures have you projected in this whole pic- 
ture with relation to the cost of water for industrial and municipal 
purposes ? 

Mr. Dominy. There is practically no municipal-industrial water 
in the Federal-San Luis project plan. I can give you our general 

ractice in the Central Valley: That wherever we sell municipal- 
industrial water, we try to sell it at pretty close to what the ultimate 
cost would be to the customer. We are selling water in the Central 
Valley area up to $20 an acre-foot for municipal-industrial water, 
That is untreated and iscanalside. In other areas, we are selling some 
for $10 an acre-foot. Mr. Head advises me we expect to sell about 
22,000 acre-feet of municipal-industrial water and we are proposing 
a price of about $15 an acre-foot canalside, untreated. 

Mr. Rogers. $15 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Dominy. That would be about 5 cents a thousand gallons. 

Mr. Rogers. Pretty cheap water. 

Mr. Dominy. That is untreated canalside. They would have to 
come and get it and put it through filter plants and purification plants 
and put in their distribution system. 

Mr. Rogers. You say about 22,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Dominy. That is about what we estimate would be sold for 
that purpose on this project, which is really a very small quantity. 

Mr. Saunp. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saund? 

Mr. Saunp. We were talking about this provision for the base, 
This will be repetitious, but it will be good for the members of the 
committee to bear in mind that in 1971, 12 years from now, southern 
California will be needing additional water and this project, the 
Feather River project is the only place where they will get that water. 
Southern California is a fast growing area; it is economically stable 
and sound and they have to get their water some place. So, you may 
rest assured, even if we cannot come to agreement today, nevertheless, 
in 6 months or 1 year or 2 years, they will have to do something to get 
that water there. 

Mr. Rogers. I thank the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Saunp. That is going to be done some way. 

Mr. Rogers. Because I come from a place in northwest Texas which 
also needs water. 

Mr. Dominy. Before we run out of time here this morning, I want 
to make reference to the amendment that the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. proposed on page 2 of Mr. Sisk’s bill, as I understand it, in line 9. 
Their letter and proposition to the committee would add these words, 
“except those facilities for electric transmission or distribution services 
which can be obtained at less cost to the Federal Government from 
local public or private agencies.” 

We would have no objections to the inclusion of that language in 
the bill, if 3 words were to be added in the middle of that proposal. 
We would like to see it read: 


Except those facilities or electric transmissions or distribution services which 
the Secretary determines can be obtained at less cost to the Federal Government 
from the local public or private agencies. 
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With that addition, we would have no objection to the inclusion 
of the language that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has suggested. 

Mr. Rocers. That would simply mean this, Mr. Dominy. The 
Janguage as submitted is language that would be the source ‘of a lot 
of fuss as to how you are going to det ermine cost. 

Mr. Domriny. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. And your addition simply places the discretionary 
power in the Secretary to determine the yardstick which you use in 
determining cost. 

Mr. Dominy. That is exac tly right, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. I was just going to say it pulls it down out of the air. 

Mr. Dom ny. It puts it on a pr ictical basis so we would have some 
basis of arriving at a decision and moving ahead with it. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Dominy. If there are no other ques- 
tions—our time is about to run out anyway—we appreciate your testi- 
mony and appreciate those figures that you are going to furnish. 

Mr, Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would, for the purpose of the record, 
like to ask about one proposed amendment. 

Mr. Dominy, I think you are already familiar with this, but I did 
want to get into the record the proposed amendment to the first section 
of H.R. 5687, starting on page 2, line 9, ending on page 2, line 18, 
and I will simply read the new language. We are striking out the 
words “these joint use facilities” and inserting “the joint use facili- 
ties, consisting of the dam and reservoir,”—new language—‘shall be 
constructed”—old language—and then adding “other joint use facili- 
ties may be constructed so as to permit future expansion of the joint 
use facilities or shall be constructed initially to the capacity necessary 
to serve both the Federal San Luis unit service area and the State 
service area as hereinafter provided.” Will you briefly give us a 
comment of the Department’s position on that amendment ? 

Mr. Domrny. You will recall in the official Department report, Mr. 
Sisk, we had proposed amending that particular portion of the bill. 
I think the amendment that you have just now suggested will satisfy 
the Department’s position as recommended for amendment with the 
possible exception of where you start with “the joint use facilities 
shall be constructed initis lly,” that we might prefer to see that “may 
be constructed initially.” Although in my judgment, the remainder 
of the bill qualifies it to where it has the effect of “may” in any event. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to get that in the 
record for the purpose of clarification. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair make this announcement. The Sub- 
committee on Indian Affairs meets this afternoon at 2 p.m. to again 
consider H.R. 1176. 

If there is no other business to come before the committee at this 
time we will stand adjourned until 9:45 a.m. in the morning, when 
we will consider several other bills that are pending before the 
subcommittee. 


(Whereupon, at 11:05 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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